The Jewish Question 
Revisited 


-| Fyou me thirsting for troth, tired of political conectas, and unafrend =, 

‘todelse into what ihe rest of society sees as a forbidden ara of knowledgeg i E q Ve Whe re) 
Ifyou want to low the real story about Jewis bouleore, Jewish intellacualism, Re à j Le 
Jewish politic, and even Jewith chutzpah, if you ane ready to take a soba | S {l UT } Mee 
and critical look at the revolutionary philowophy of Jewish icons such a a 
Karl Marx, Sigmund Frend, Eric Fromm, Albert Einstein, Bob Dylan, aT pi "t 
Ann Landers, Abbey Hofman, Alan Dembowitz, Steven Spielbergi 
Woody Allen, Abe Forman, Irving Kristol, Ariel Sharon, and bondreds of 
other Jewish pillars ofsoctery who have become virtual household names; 
if you are ready to see the evidence for how and why Jews worldwide 
have orchestrated a subtle and sometimes not-so-subtle war against 
Christ, Christianity and the Mew Testament with their unrelenting 
questte dominate moder society by imposing apon us their humanistic 
philosophy. then E. Michael jones book, The fehl Revoluntomary Spint, 
will simply net allow you to sap toring its pages. I've read a lot of 
historical, political, and religions boola in my lifetime, bot this has 
gnt to be the very best upon which Eve laid my eves, mainly become it 
gbras pou the God'i-honest truth, throwing caution tothe wind in the 

face of ideologue who have made it known that they will brand am 
soch penetration into Jewish oulture with the 1how-stopping label 
of “anti-Semitinm.” j 
This book will give you the key to understanding our turbulent, 

godless, and agenda-driven moder civilization as mo book before 

it bas done, or shall we say, had the courage to do. As yon pick your 
jaw up from off the Boor watching Jones show you what has been going on behind-the-scenes, you will 
frequently bear younmelf saying, “Oth, now I see it! lt make 10 moch sense. Why didat anyone ever tell me thin before” In a 
wap Jones bool: is like a sequel to the Bible, About 85% of the Bible deals with the conflict between: (a) Jews and God, and 
(bj Jews and the sect of the world. Jones merely extends the description of the conflict beyond the words of Jesns and the pen 
of St. Pwol, through the Middle Aces and landing right smack into the heart of the twentieth century: Jones, with the precision 
of a brain surgeon and the comme of David against Goliath, makes an indelible impression upon our minds as he adds two 
millennia of documented fects and figures onto St. Pool Goal and sobering assesment ofthe Jews: "the Jews, who killed both the 
Lord Jesus end the prophets and pervecuced us; they do not please God, and are opposed to everyone, trying to prevent us from 
speaking tothe Gentiles that they may be saved, thos constanchy Glling up the manue of their sing” (1 Thessalonians 2:1 5-16). 
Jones will also show you che sad story of how Catholica and Protestants in high places have often caved in and even promoted 
Jewish humanism, sometimes from fear of being labeled “aoti-semitic” and at other times from fanatical interpretations of 
St Johns Apocalypse. Bor Jones gives his own apocalyptic scenario, All his Gets and figures are for the porpose of showing us 
that St, Jon's label af godless Jews as the “synagogue of Satan,” the spirit of Antichrist, is not only alive and well todayy but bos 
almost completely o modem society, thus serving asa poblic omen tothe world thatthe Apocabypee has, indeed, 
rani cgsod gi, bm Sel all sedan force. You will do well to read this bool: and prepare for the worst and/orhope for the besi. 
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CULTURE WARS IS THE BEST... 


I am using my spare late night 
moments in my present visit to 
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia to get 
caught up on essential reading, 
which especially includes the last 
two issues of Culture Wars.In the 
September 2011 issue, E. Michael 
Jones gets it right again in his essay, 
“False Flag in Oslo,” in the Culture of 
Death Watch segment. 

Jones effectively demonstrates 
that the July 22 murders in Oslo 
and the actual profile of Anders 
Behring Breivik are a microcosm 
of the disturbingly incessant em- 
ployment of the false flag operation 
and the technique of co-optation 
of conservative political and cul- 
tural movements in Europe and the 
United States by the Zionist levia- 
than. 

Perhaps most disquieting is Jones’s 
noting of the fact that this co-opta- 
tion of the Right extends beyond 
the obvious Zionist ownership of 
the Neo-Conservative phenom- 
enon to its malignant infiltration 
of the Paleo-Conservative wing of 
the starboard side of the American 
and European political scene. The 
cited cases of Chronicles magazine’s 
“showcasing of Srdja Trifkovic,” and 
the increasing recent silence of Pat 
Buchanan on Zionism in his recent 
books, are a warning to the faith- 
fully vigilant. 

Dr. Jones cites his encounter with 
Trifkovic after a Chronicles confer- 
ence, and the private concession of 
the latter that the Editor of Culture 
Wars is correct in his identifica- 
tion of Israel and Zionism as the 
key culprit in the present crisis. 
Trifkovic’s statement to Dr. Jones 
that, “you cant say that in public,” 
is thankfully disproven by an edi- 


tor whose publication is commit- 
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ted not to Mammon and Career- 
ism, but to the truth as informed 
by sound theological and political 
foundations and their accompany- 
ing conclusions. 

I will say again what I have been 
repeating recently in gatherings in 
both Washington, D. C. and Kuala 
Lumpur: Culture Wars is the best 
publication of its persuasion to be 
found anywhere. The Jones’ essay, 
“False Flag in Oslo,” is but one ob- 
vious recent example. 


Mark Dankof 
San Antonio, Texas 


BRAVO 


Bravo and kudos to David A. 
Wemhoff for his two-part essay 
“The War against Islamic Banking”! 
I am one of those people who thor- 
oughly agrees with whoever called 
economics “the dismal science”: 
I hate economics. Ergo, I do not 
have the background in econom- 
ics to have written Mr. Wemhoff’s 
above-mentioned essay, and the 
thoughts of acquiring said back- 
ground gives me nightmares. 

Mr. Wemhoff is a bit weak in his 
knowledge of Shariah or Islamic 
Jurisprudence. Of the four main 
Sunni schools, the order should be: 
Hanafi, Shaf’i, Maliki and Hanba- 
li. All schools of Islamic jurispru- 
dence forbid usury. 

It has been said that Protestant- 
ism is “the relgion of Capitalism,” 
that Protestantism confuses God 
and Mammon, that the so called 
“Protestant Reformation (“Defor- 
mation” would be more accurate) 
was “a revolution of the rich against 
the poor.” Claude McKay noted 
that in permitting usury, the Prot- 
estants “let the money-changers 


back into the Temple.” As the Rus- 
sian proverb says: “In the afterlife, 
the usurers will count red hot coins 
with their bare hands.” Though af- 
ter a stubborn resistance, the Cath- 
olic and Orthosox Churches finally 
gave in to the worship of Mammon 
and came to permit usury; Islam 
did no such thing. 

In these pages I have noted many 
ways in which Islam, excluding ab- 
errant groups which could be de- 
fined as “Islamic Protestants,”” Islam 
Calvinists,” or “Islamic Puritans,” 
such as Wahhabis, Salafis, Tak- 
firis, Taliban, and al-Qaeda is very 
much closer to traditional Catholi- 
cism and Eastern Orthodoxy than 
is Protestantism. Mr. Wemhoff 
has called attention to yet another 
aspect in which traditional Islam- 
-Sunni, but, perhaps, most espe- 
cially Shi'a Islam is far closer to 
traditional Catholcism and Eastern 
Orthodoxy than is Protestantism. 
Protestants claim to be Christians, 
but they are really Lutherans or 
Calvinists. 

The Iraqi Shi’a scholar Muham- 
mad Bagir as-Sadr wrote a book 
whose title in English is Our Eco- 
nomics, a a long essay on Islamic 
ecomonics and social doctrine. Mt. 
Sadr rejected capitalism, socialism 
and communism, and, of course, 
bitterly denounced usury. The 
reader will be struck by the congru- 
ence between Mr. Sadr’s views and 
Catholic social doctrine. Said book 
may be available on the Internet; if 
not, contact me, though I cannot 
make any promises. 

Muhammad Baqir as-Sadr was 
bitterly anti-B’ath. When Saddam's 
Baathi regime asked Mr. Sadr to 
submit to it, Mr. Sadr’s reply was 
: “If my little finger was Baathi, I 
would cut it off.” Muhammad Baq- 
ir as-Sadr was martyred by Saddam 


in a way which I will not describe 
out of respect for the delicate sensi- 
bilities of the reader. 

Though he hates Saddam, 
baathis, communists, wahhabis, 
salafis, takfiris and al_qaeda more 
than he hates Americans, no one 
has ever accused him of being 
pro-American, Muqtada as-Sadr, 
distant cousin and son-in-law of 
Muhammad Baqir as-Sadr, com- 
mented that he was unable to com- 
prehend why the Americans took 
the criminal Saddam alive. When 
Saddam was hanged, several people 
shouted “Muqtada, Muqtada.” I 
never heard that any pro-Zionist 
neocons or oil comapny CEOs 
were present. The toppling of 
Saddam and his ba’athi satanocracy 
was a blow struck in favor of Islam, 
not against it; the proofs of this are 
voluminous, far too much so to 
deal with here. 

God bless you, David A. Wem- 
hoff! I thoroughly applaud the 
last sentence of your essay in CW: 
Catholics (and Eastern Orthodox 
Christians) should take the Holy 
See’s advice and join together in 
building a better economy (and 
many other things) for the world.” 


Michael McClain 
Middletown, Ohio 


FLYING WITH DAD 


I recently read an article entitled 
“Demise of the Airline Pilot” on 
your website and it struck such a 
familiar chord in me that I had to 
respond. 

Im 28 years old. My father, now 
70, was a corporate pilot when 
I was growing up. He had been a 
commercial truck driver for several 
years before deciding he needed a 


change of pace (he told me once 
the trucker culture never really 
suited him) and, sometime in the 
‘70s long before I was born, he de- 
cided to train for his pilot’s license. 

I don’ think he ever had aims to 
fly commercial, but it was still neat 
having a pilot for a dad when I was 
a kid. Hed once been rated to fly 
helicopters but by the time I came 
along he was flying things like MU- 
2s and King Airs. I can’t count the 
number of times as a child that he 
would let me and my twin sister 
come along on very short flights 
(no passengers aboard) from his 
home base airport to another for 
maintenance. Sometimes he'd let 
one of us sit in the co-pilot’s seat 
and wear headphones so we could 


listen to him talk back and forth 
with the tower. (The best part, 
though, was always raiding the 
soft drink and snack stores he kept 
his plane stocked with.) He would 
oftentimes be gone two or three 
nights at a time and I remember 
his yearly trip to Flight Safety for 
training and re-certification. He 
met my mother in 1981: she was 
a receptionist at a small airport at- 
tached to Birmingham (AL) Inter- 
national; he was the good-looking 
older pilot from Houston. She 
always said the ladies that worked 
there were wary of pilots who 
didn’t wear wedding rings because 
more often than not they'd take 
them off while out of town and go 


have a little fun (and my dad had 


Culture Wars welcomes letters to the editor. 
Preference will be given to letters which deal 
with topics discussed in the magazine. Letters 
should ideally be limited to one single-spaced 
page, but we know how difficult it is to follow 
ideals in this world. Letters can be sent by mail 
to Culture Wars, 206 Marquette Ave., South 
Bend, IN 46617; by fax to 219-289-1461; or by 
electronic mail to Jones@culturewars.com. 
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been married twice, but those were 
before he started flying). But they 
hit it off, despite their 17-year age 
difference, and got married three 
months after they first met. They’re 
still married today. 

My dad loved flying, I could 
tell. There was just one problem. 
Through no fault of his own, he 
could never hold down a job. 

He always told me and my sister 
growing up that being a corporate 
pilot was like being a glorified taxi 
driver, and that if a company ran 
into financial troubles, the first 
thing to go was always the plane, 
and--bam--he was out of a job. My 
family moved six times all over the 
country before I turned five years 
old; that sixth job he was very 
lucky to retain for nine years. My 
sister and I never had to change 
schools and start over with friends, 
and my mother rose from her posi- 
tion as front-desk receptionist at a 
small airport to FBO boss. I have 
lots of happy memories spending 
days during the summer down at 
the airport with her, looking at 
all the planes in the hangars, and 
going across the ramp to a branch 
of Rocky Mountain Helicopters 
where my mother’s boss would let 
us look inside air evac choppers. 
‘The flying bug never bit me though 
I did do an exploratory flight when 
I was 12 just for kicks. 

Unfortunately, over Christmas 
break 1996, when I was 13 and in 
the 8th grade, my dad sat us down 
and told us hed lost his job. The 
company he flew for was downsiz- 
ing and theyd sold the airplane. 
Fortunately, he'd already been able 
to get a new job flying for Cobb 
Theaters, a small movie theater 
chain hed flown for before being 
laid off last time, precipitating our 
move to where we currently were. 
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It just necessitated us moving 300 
miles away back to Alabama, where 
I'd been born, and leaving behind 
all my friends at what I think is a 
crucial part in a youngster’s life-- 
the transition from middle to high 
school. My dad went ahead and 
moved back right after the holi- 
days to start his new job while me, 
my sister, and my mother stayed 
behind so we could finish out the 
school year. Except, Mr. Cobb was 
very ill and on his deathbed, and 
had recently sold out to Regal Cin- 
emas, all things he neglected to tell 
my father when he re-hired him. 
So my dad was out of a job again 
before we even moved back to join 
him. (As a side note, his co-pilot, 
a young newlywed, very reluctant- 
ly went off to start a career flying 
commercial. He didn’t want to be- 
cause he said the pay was terrible 
and the hours very long.) 

After that, things get confusing 
for me regarding his pilot career. 
I know he was fortunately able 
to find another flying job in the 
same area so we wouldn't have to 
move again, but that lasted only 
two years. My mother said she was 
tired of moving and wouldnt’ do it 
anymore. Then my dad did some 
contract flying (including what was 
supposed to be a two-week stint in 
Jamaica that turned into eight), but 
eventually his prospects dwindled 
so much that he just gave up. He 
was about 55 or 56 and knew his 
flying days were limited in terms of 
being able to pass the physicals. So 
when it came time for him to go 
back to Flight Safety and renew his 
license, he simply let it expire. 

I know it hurt him a great deal 
to do it. I myself even have a lot of 
sorrow over the way he just sort of 
faded out of the profession. When 
my best friend in high school told 


him her older brother was thinking 
of going for his pilot’s license, my 
dad emphatically told her to tell 
him not to, at least not for a career. 
He said you couldnt possibly pay 
him enough to fly commercially; it 
wasn't worth it. He told me and my 
sister that if we ever had thoughts 
of being a pilot to forget them. He 
said it wasn’t worth it either. 

I know this is a very long let- 
ter and couldn’ possibly fit in any 
‘Letters to the Editor’ section but 
I hope there’s at least some way to 
share this with the author of the ar- 
ticle I read. So many things he said 
sounded so familiar, like things I’ve 
experienced myself being the child 
of a pilot, and things my dad has 
talked about. I know he still miss- 
es flying. I havent actually flown 
commercially all that much, but 
every time I have I’ve always been a 
little nervous. I was never nervous 


flying with my dad. 


Stephanie Jackson 
eliritainer@gmail.com 


TWO REASONS 


Please consider that there are two 
reasons this country is in trouble. 
Firstly, Christians are not honoring 
the Lord’s Day by staying out of 
the stores, restaurants, amusement 
facilities, and events. When they 
are at home, they allow no leniency, 
such as sneering if the dishes and/ 
or laundry is left unwashed for the 
day of rest. Secondly, government 
oversight and regulatory function 
have decayed in order to fund vastly 
enlarged agencies tasked with man- 
aging the fallout from no-fault di- 
vorce (welfare; SSI; public housing; 
food stamps; the 2-year, 40 percent 
reimbursement to employers of 
wages paid to employees who had 


been on a government assistance 
program; mental health counselors 
and facilities; juvenile court and 
jails; superior court judges and ad- 
ministrative personnel; and legions 
of foster parents). 

People say they are so busy the 
rest of the week that the only day 
the two working adults of the 
Christian family can shop is Sun- 
day. A woman who is on the Arch- 
diocese of Seattle, St. James Cathe- 
dral altar said, “The stores are open 
Sunday and people work that day 
because they need the money.” My 
response is that that is like saying 
the Christian waitress with her 
husband and baby at home works 
on Christmas because she needs 
the money. No, it is because she is 
forced by her employer. The Lord’s 
Day is to be honored, so that 
means go out to breakfast and shop 
on Saturday. 

The daughter of a highly placed 
banker (he was in Europe before 
World War One) told me that the 
oldest businessmen’s club in Seattle 
(begun the year before statehood) 
served the culinary needs of its 
members, and honored its employ- 
ees, too, by offering fully prepared 
Christmas and Thanksgiving meals 
picked up the day before, refriger- 
ated at home and served there. The 
club gave its employees the holi- 
days off to spend with family and/ 
or friends. We can do that, too, 
give everyone Christmas off, and 
Sundays too, because there are a lot 
of us Christians. 

I work with a man, now a struc- 
tures mechanic, who for 9-years, 
was a manager at a major railroad. 
He said my friend with the same 
railroad (about 15-years), newly 
promoted to management, is obvi- 
ously a “company man” for believ- 
ing the federal railroad oversight 


organization is adequately over- 
seeing and regulating the railroad 
corporations. Remember the 1980s 
deregulation frenzy when corpora- 
tions were entrusted with regulat- 
ing themselves? In his 9-years of 
management, this co-worker saw: 
1) a train coupled through a man 
and when it uncoupled, he died; 
2) a crushed head from a worker 
breaking a rule, going under the 
derailed car to remove something, 
whereupon the car fell on him, and 
he died; 3) qty. 2, decapitations; 4) 
legs cut off; and 5) qty. 2, arms sev- 
ered. 

No-fault divorce started with 
Church of England’s Archbishop 
of Canterburys report, “Putting 
Asunder: A Divorce Law for Con- 
temporary Society,” published by 
SPCK, London, 1966. Now look 
at the surprise riots and looting 
that happened this summer in the 
British Isles. Mom and Dad are 
both paying for separate flats, pay- 
ing two sets of bills. Society praises 
itself for being progressive, promot- 
ing it as a zenith of the rights of the 
individual to leave the family he or 
she has created. At the same time, 
this society retains the right to at- 
titudes indicated in my childhood 
friends comment, “I do not appre- 
ciate having to pay taxes to support 
your kids” and even parents saying 
about the other parent who does 
the lions share of child-rearing, 
“After the divorce, I was shocked 
with my ex- because she/he col- 
lected welfare.” 


Rosemarie Dickson Cook 
Everett, Washington 


BRESLIN FOR PRESIDENT 


Great letter by Breslin. What ever 
happened to the American people, 


who seem frozen in inaction as 
we are immersed in malfeasance, 
crime, and undeclared wars. Bres- 
lin for president! 


Henry Hays 
brunnerhof@yahoo.com 


VINDICATED 


I remember, many years ago, 
when you ran the expose on (at the 
time) Br. Gino. Fr. John Hardon, 
S.J., who was retired “author-in- 
residence” here at the University of 
Detroit, where the Jesuits dumped 
him after they decided they didn’t 
want him teaching them any lon- 
ger, was very upset with you, say- 
ing that this was causing much dis- 
sension in his order and splitting 
it apart. I remember thinking that 
it was one of your weaker cases, 
being primarily if not exclusively 
based on one man’s account, one 
who ended up leaving the priest- 
hood at that. As hard as it was, I 
suspended my judgment, as I really 
had no way of knowing the truth 
of the matter, but I have always 
kept it in the back of my mind. 

Well, I guess we can say now that 
you have been vindicated. I just 
read in this week’s Wanderer, and 
also from John Allen, Jr., about his 
removal from all public ministry, 
the only activity open to him be- 
ing private celebration of the Mass. 
Congratulations! Keep up the good 
work exposing those who prey on 
credulous Catholics. Let’s hope the 
commission investigating Med- 
jugorje is not afraid to settle that 
matter once and for all. 


Michael Breslin 
New Hudson, Michigan 
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On October 24, the Vatican is- 
sued a 41-page statement entitled 
« . 
tional Financial and Monetary 
Systems in the Context of Global 
Public Authority,” which claimed 
that current global financial crisis 
has revealed “selfishness, collective 
greed and the hoarding of goods 
on a great scale.” In its most con- 
troversial assertion, the document, 
which was prepared by the Pontifi- 
cal Council for Justice and Peace, 
called for the creation of “a supra- 
national authority,” which “needed 
to place the common good at the 
center of international economic 
activity.”! 

Reaction was swift and predict- 
able. The Catholic pundits who 
feed at the trough of capitalist foun- 
dations were quick to denounce the 
document as dangerously incom- 
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The Vatican is Right on the Money 


petent. Samuel Gregg of the Acton 
Institute accused the Vatican of 
“uncritical assimilation of the views 
of many of the very same individu- 
als and institutions that helped 
generate the world’s most serious 
economic crisis since the Great De- 
pression.”” Jeffrey Tucker, editorial 
vice president of the Mises Insti- 
tute, author of Sing Like a Catholic 
(2009) and Bourbon for Breakfast 
(2010), claimed that “Centraliza- 
tion of political authority caused 
this problem. Why would anyone 
imagine that more centralization is 
therefore the answer? This approach 
takes a terrible situation and makes 
it much worse.”* George (“Magic 
Glasses”) Weigel announced that 
“The document [unlike George 
Weigel] doesn’t speak for the Pope, 
it doesn’t speak for ‘the Vatican, 
and it doesn’t speak for the Catho- 


lic Church.”4 Furthermore any idea 
that this “brief document from the 
lower echelons of the Roman Cu- 
ria” aligns “the Vatican,’ the Pope, 
or the Catholic Church with Oc- 
cupy Wall Street” is “Rubbish, 
Rubbish, Rubbish.” 

In making this outburst at Na- 
tional Review Online, Weigel was 
reacting primarily to Father Tom 
Reese, formerly editor of America, 
who claimed that “the pope has 
‘more in common with the people 
at occupy wallstreet’ than the tea 
party.” Phil Lawler suggested con- 
descendingly that “while econo- 


mists are learning from the Vatican, 
perhaps the Vatican might learn 


a few lessons from economic ana- 
lysts.”6 Like Robert George, Lawl- 
er insinuated that Catholic bishops 
were hopelessly out of their depth 
whenever they dared to talk about 


economic issues: “If you want to 
promote Catholic social teaching,” 
Lawler told Cardinal Peter Turkson 
of Ghana, “don’t wander beyond 
your expertise. Stick to moral prin- 
ciples, and leave economic analysis 
to the economists.” 

The bloggers, for the most part, 
seconded the pundits, as when 
Donald R. McClarey claimed that 
“Centralization of political au- 
thority caused this problem. Why 
would anyone imagine that more 
centralization is therefore the an- 
swer? This approach takes a ter- 
rible situation and makes it much 
worse. ... My other reactions are 
that Vatican bureaucrats have way 
too much time on their hands ob- 
viously if they can waste it putting 
together such Cloud Kukooland 
proposals, and “My Peter’s Pence 
collection money helped pay for 
this drivel?”. The saving grace for 
me is remembering other initia- 
tives throughout history that have 
emanated from Vatican bureaucrats 
and which are now, mercifully, for- 
gotten except for people like me of 
an antiquarian bent.” 

Seconding Phil Lawler’s com- 
ment, McClarey continued: 


When an obscure Vatican 
agency issues a statement that 
contains 50% solid Catho- 
lic social teaching, and 50% 
flaky leftist theory, the world’s 
media will ignore the distinc- 
tively Catholic content—what 
the Church should say, what 
the world should learn—and 
concentrate exclusively on the 
leftist theory. So for the great 
mass of ordinary readers, who 
will never read the full docu- 
ment, but only scan the head- 
lines, the important message 
will be lost. What will register, 
instead, is that the Vatican has 
not learned its lessons about 


economic affairs and political 
realities.’ 


Much of the commentary fo- 
cused on the tremors the pundits 
experienced when they read the 
words “supranational authority.” 
Sean P. Dailey, who calls himself 
a Distributist, compared the Pon- 
tifical Council for Justice and Peace 
to Sauron, the evil lord of Mordor, 
in Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings, and 
found the document “problematic” 
and full of some downright fright- 
ening prescriptions for reshaping 
the worldwide economy. At worst, 
it is a blueprint for a George Soros 
agenda that at the same time will 
feed the worst Fundamentalist par- 
anoid fantasies about “the whore of 
Babylon” and her desires for world 
domination. It calls for nothing 
less than the establishment of a 
worldwide government, which 
it calls, variously, “a supranational 


world. “Reforming” made it clear 
that any world authority must re- 
spect the principle of subsidiarity. 
As when the authors claimed that 
“the world Authority that should 
put itself at the service of the vari- 
ous member countries, according 
to the principle of subsidiarity.” 
Or when they wrote: 


In the tradition of the Church's 
Magisterium which Benedict 
XVI has vigorously embraced, 
the principle of subsidiarity 
should regulate relations be- 
tween the State and local com- 
munities and between public 
and private institutions, not 
excluding the monetary and 
financial institutions. 


Or when they wrote: 


According to the logic of sub- 
sidiarity, the higher Authority 
offers its subsidium, that is, 
its aid, only when individual, 


The Catholic pundits sound more like 
Murray Rothbard than Aminatore Fan- 


fani or Heinrich Pesch. 


Authority,” a “world Authority,” 
a “world political Authority,” a 
“global government,” or with omi- 
nous simplicity, the “Authority.”® 
Mr. Dailey was so frightened 
that he failed to note we already 
have that “supranational author- 
ity” in institutions like the World 
Bank and the International Mon- 
etary Fund. He also failed to no- 
tice the repeated references in the 
document to “subsidiarity,” which 
should have assuaged his fears of 
the Vatican Sauron taking over the 


social or financial actors are 
intrinsically deficient in ca- 
pacity, or cannot manage by 
themselves to do what is re- 
quired of them. Thanks to the 
principle of solidarity, a lasting 
and fruitful relation is built up 
between global civil society 
and a world public Authority 
as States, intermediate bodies, 
various institutions — includ- 
ing economic and financial 
ones — and citizens make their 
decisions with a view to the 
global common good, which 
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William F. Buckley lectures Fathr Sirico on free market principles 


transcends national goods. 


In addition to missing the Vati- 
can document’s repeated reference 
to subsidiarity, Mr. Dailey glosses 
over the Vatican’s treatment of the 
money supply as the source of the 
current problem, as when they 
write: 

In recent decades, it was the 
banks that extended credit, 
which 


which in turn sought a further 


generated money, 
expansion of credit. In this 
way, the economic system was 
driven towards an inflationary 
spiral that inevitably encoun- 
tered a limit in the risk that 
credit institutions could ac- 
cept. They faced the ultimate 
danger of bankruptcy, with 
negative consequences for the 
entire economic and financial 
system. 


Unlike Mr. Dailey, Father Robert 
Sirico, who is president of the Ac- 
ton Institute, a pro-Capitalist think 
tank, gets the money part right. 
Commenting on the Vatican's anal- 
ysis of going off the gold standard 


in 1971, Father Sirico writes: 
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Under the gold standard, there 
was a check on the whim of 
financial masters. The Vati- 
can seems to understand this. 
This is sophisticated economic 
analysis. People are occupying 
Wall Street, blaming capital- 
ism, speculation and greed, 
but rare is the analysis that 
traces all these problems back 
to the structural change in 
money that was brought about 
in the early 1970s. 


Ignoring the “sophisticated eco- 
nomic analysis,” which he just 
praised, Sirico returns like the pro- 
verbial dog to its Libertarian vomit 
when claims that: 


that 
caused this mess in the first 


It was centralization 
place. Central banks created 
paper money, easy and limit- 
less credit, and the moral haz- 
ard that accompanies them. 
Why should we believe that 
more centralization is the so- 
lution when experience sug- 
gests precisely the opposite? 


No, it wasn’t “centralization”; it 
was debt that created this mess, and 
debt is another word for usury. Af- 


ter praising the Vatican document 
for its perispicacious treatment of 
the money issues leading up to the 
current crisis, Father Sirico then 
urges fellow Catholics to ignore it: 


Many people who favor free 
markets worry about the im- 
plications of the Vatican docu- 
ment. And there is no question 
that it will be used around the 
world to stir up political mis- 
chief. It will also be used to 
convince the Catholic faithful 
that big-government solutions 
are morally justified. But let’s 
not forget that there are really 
two parts to the document: 
the diagnosis and the prescrip- 
tion. We should embrace the 
former and eschew the latter. 


Dailey gets to the heart of the 
matter when he chides the Vatican 
for not mentioning usury: “While 
“Towards Reforming’ blames the 
financial crisis on too-easy credit 
and too much lending, it makes no 
mention of usury. .. .” But then he 
goes off the rails when, in true Lib- 
ertarian fashion, he blames usury 
on government, instead of faulting 
the banks who lent governments 
the money which got them into 
debt. Dailey complains that “the 
Note makes no mention of ruinous 
deficit spending by governments. 
There is not a single mention of 
the crippling, mounting debt that 
governments, particularly Western 
governments, continue to run up.” 

Dailey presumably knows that 
usury involves lending money at 
compound interest, but evidently 
he doesnt know that banks lend 
money. Governments borrow 
money and as a result go into debt, 
and when that debt becomes unre- 
payable those governments inflate 
their currencies to keep solvent. In 
dealing with Libertarians, who in- 


variably turn government into the 
radix malorum, it is important to 
keep the cart behind the horse. 

Dailey’s treatment of the usury 
issue is flawed by what seems to 
be an unconscious adoption of 
Libertarian attitudes toward gov- 
ernment. When it comes to gov- 
ernment, even distributists sound 
like closet libertarians. In fact, vir- 
tually every Catholic commenting 
on “Reforming” sounded more like 
Murray Rothbard than Aminatore 
Fanfani or Heinrich Pesch. 

This is unfortunate because 
when it come to money there is 
no getting around the role of gov- 
ernment. Money is a creation of 
government. The prime piece of 
evidence for this is the coin, which 
has been money since the time of 
the Mesopotamians. Coins can be 
made from gold and silver, which 
is created by God, but coins as 
money are a creation of the state. 

Any attempt to expand the mon- 
ey supply to meet the needs of a 
growing economy has to be based 
on clear understanding of the na- 
ture of money, and that under- 
standing can only be derived from 
money’s historical development. 


ARISTOTLE ON MONEY 


Aristotle claimed that the need 
for money arose from the difficul- 
ties involved in barter.’ If a man 
had more goats than he needed but 
wanted a pair of shoes, he had to 
find a shoemaker who wanted a 
goat (or part of a goat) or he had 
to find a price ratio between those 
goods that could be embodied in 
something which both men, and 
eventually all men saw as valuable. 
Pesch claims that: 


It is only with great difficulty 
that goods which are com- 


pletely different in kind. . . 
and which will not permit 
measurement by the same 
standard of measurement . . . 
can be represented in quanti- 
tative ratio corresponding to 
their value, especially when 
such goods . . . cannot be di- 
vided or when they can be di- 
vided only with a diminution 
of destruction of their value. ° 


All goods needed to be related 
to one good which was universally 
recognized as valuable. The rela- 
tionship between all of the com- 
modities for sale and the medium 
of universally recognized value 
came to be know as the price. In 
order to function as a medium of 
exchange, that universally recog- 
nized good had to have intrinsic 
value. If it didn’t there was no guar- 
antee against fraud. “In the course 
of time, the precious metals edged 
out all other means of exchange, 
and they came to be used also ex- 
clusively for accomplishing the 
widest variety of exchange transac- 
tions, and to measure exchange val- 
ues or to carry over values in time 
and place.”" 

Precious metals were suitable as 
the universal medium of exchange 
because of their intrinsic proper- 
ties. “The use of precious metals 
for monetary purposes . . . was 
based on ... the objective quali- 
ties of gold and silver.”!* They were 
universally desired and universally 
recognized as having value. “A 
small quantity was enough to com- 
mand many or important goods in 
exchange.” Gold had “durability 
and permanence,” and as a result 
it “possessed the guarantee of con- 
stant value, so that the course of 
time or other influences could not 
diminish its value.”!? Each unit had 
the same quality because base met- 


als could be eliminated cheaply and 
easily compared with other metals. 

Gold had the merits of fungibil- 
ity compared with other goods, 
especially consumer goods. Gold 
was both malleable and virtu- 
ally infinitely divisible, a quality 
which other highly valued goods 
like diamonds did not share. Gold 
was easily stored and transported 
and the shipping costs were small 
when compared to the great value 
involved. Once the ratios between 
various consumer goods got re- 
duced to their relationship to gold, 
prices were available and once pric- 
es could be calculated, economic 
enterprise could make rational de- 
cisions about the future. 

Once precious metals were 
agreed upon as the universal me- 
dium, someone had to certify that 
the amount of the metal which one 
received in exchange for a good was 
in fact the amount which the buyer 
claimed it was. Over the course of 
time, gold and silver came to be 
universally acclaimed as desirable 
and therefore having value, but 
gold didnt become money until 
the state certified the exact amount 
of gold being exchanged in the 
form of coins. 

Gold is part of creation, but 
money as legal tender is a creation 
of the state because “the universal 
obligation to accept money as the 
means of payment, in such a way as 
to absolve debts can naturally only 
be brought about by public author- 
ity.”'* State authority turned pre- 
cious metals into legal tender and 
in doing this the state ensured the 
common good in financial transac- 
tions. The coin, according to Pesch, 
“can be designated in the broader 
sense as a lump of precious metal 
stamped as to weight and fineness 
by a recognized authority.” Be- 
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Murray Rothbard 


cause of the guarantees which the 
state placed behind its coins, the 
poor man could do business with 
the rich man with diminished fear 
of being cheated. If the state did 
not issue money and back it by its 
authority. 


it would be very difficult if 
a poor man had to weigh a 
coin as often as he wanted to 
buy or sell something with it. 
But even more complex than 
weighing, where precious met- 
als are concerned, is testing to 
determine the fineness of the 
metal, its purity, and its free- 
dom from admixtures.'° 


‘The state is necessary for the cre- 
ation of money because the state 
has to guarantee first of all the accu- 
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racy of the amount 
of precious metal in 
any exchange. More 
importantly, the 
state has to guaran- 
tee that the coin can 
be used to settle all 
debts and purchases. 
“The positive-juridi- 
cal determination of 
a currency system . . 
. can naturally only 
be established by the 
state. It is the task 
of the state legisla- 
tive process to regu- 
late the norms for 
fulfilling all general 
monetary debts.”!” 
The states author- 
ity to coin money 
resides ultimately in 
its power to enforce 
contracts. 

Murray Rothbard 
leaves the out the 
most crucial ele- 
ment in the evolu- 
tion of money by 
denying the state its proper role 
in the creation of money. Money, 
according to the libertarian read- 
ing, arises spontaneously from the 
workings of the free market, which 
brings about “a reinforcing spiral,” 
which means that “more market- 
ability causes wider use as a me- 
dium which causes more market- 
ability, etc.” until the point when 
“one or two commodities are used 
as general media—in almost all 
exchanges—and these are called 
money.”!® 

In his description of the evolu- 
tion of money, Rothbard makes no 
mention of the coin, probably be- 
cause the coin is always issued by 
the state, which is invariably a term 
of opprobrium in libertarian circles. 


Coins, which were in circulation in 
the earliest periods of recorded his- 
tory in places like Mesopotamia, 
were the state’s certification of gold 
and/or silver as money. In claim- 
ing that the state played no role in 
the evolution of money, Rothbard 
confuses the intrinsic value of pre- 
cious metals with money, which 
is a legal entity brought into exis- 
tence by the state’s power to certify 
measures and enforce contracts. In 
fact, he goes so far to claim that 
“government is powerless to create 
money for the free economy; it can 
only be developed by the processes 
of the free market.” ”? 

Rothbard fails to acknowledge 
that the state is essential to the 
guarantees which stand behind 
the coin, which is precious metals 
in certified amounts guaranteed 
as legal tender. Even if private en- 
tities were allowed to make coins, 
the owner of the coin would be left 
with the task of enforcing their ac- 
ceptance for all debts without the 
state’s authority behind them. The 
process of certification which be- 
gan when priests and other author- 
ities vouched for the soundness of 
the amounts of gold and silver used 
in economic exchange found its 
culmination in the state’s adoption 
of that responsibility in the interest 
of the common good: 


It is obvious that the coinage 
system is tied most intimately 
with the common good of the 
nation. Not only is the action 
of the state justified in this 
matter, but also the taking 
over of stamping out coins as 
state monopoly, the complete 
regulation of the coinage sys- 
tem. . . by the state which is 
alone in a position to main- 
tain intact a proper system of 
coinage in keeping with the 


public interest.” 


History is full of instances where 
the states and princes abused this 
privilege and created coins with 
“other financial considerations 
than the public economic inter- 
est” in mind. But given the source 
of this abuse in fallen human na- 
ture, there is no guarantee that the 
same sort of abuse would not have 
occurred if private individuals had 
been granted the same privilege. 
When it comes to “having a good 
system of coinage. . . there is simply 
no question but that in an extend- 
ed area the requisite guarantees can 
only be provided if the central au- 
thority takes in hand the regulation 
and administration of the coin- 
age system.””! This is an axiomatic 
statement. If some individual were 
granted the right to make coins 
that were legal tender, that indi- 


When the state codified that ra- 
tio and conferred upon some unit 
of universally recognized precious 
material a standard weight and val- 
ue, the result was known as money. 
Money has four functions: it serves 
as “1) a general means to compare 
values and state prices; 2) the uni- 
versal means of exchange; 3) the 
means of payment; 4) the bearer 
of value (store of value and means 
to transport value).”*? Since money 
in the traditional sense was either 
silver or gold, money was also a 
commodity, but money as money 
has a unique position among the 
commodities, most of which are 
destined for consumption and 
not exchange. Money “may be re- 
moved from the circle of ordinary 
commodities and reserved for its 
commercial function as a means of 
exchange.” 

The significance of money for 


Rothbard makes no mention of the coin. 


vidual would be known as the sov- 
ereign, because by issuing the coin 
he demonstrated that he possessed 
the power of enforcement, which is 
ipso facto state power: 


Coinage systems are only pos- 
sible if money has assumed a 
legal connotation, and when 
at the same time, state legisla- 
tion establishes precisely the 
juridical concept of universal 
monetary debts and how they 
may be paid off. It is a prereq- 
uisite of every system of coin- 
age that the state calls for not 
only a definite ratio among 
the various kinds of coins, but 
that it also enforces it.” 


the national economy was overesti- 
mated by the mercantilists, and this 
led to a reaction which manifested 
itself in two different ways. First, 
there was the reaction of John Law, 
the Scottish adventurer who be- 
came Colbert’s successor as finance 
minister in France. Law reacted to 
the overestimation of money that 
dominated the mercantilist era by 
creating the first major paper cur- 
rency in history. 

The next reaction came from the 
physiocrats, most famously repre- 
sented by the Scottish Enlighten- 
ment thinker Adam Smith, who 
emphasized labor as the source of 
wealth and saw money as merely 


“the great wheel of circulation” or 
as the “great tool of commerce,” 
and suggested that we can ignore it 
in most economic investigations.” 
Adam Smith compared money to 
the utensils of the household “so 
in a country the costs of the pur- 
chase of an unneeded quantity of 
gold and silver will also of necessity 
decrease the wealth which provides 
nutrition, clothing, sustenance, 
and world for the nation.” 

Pesch disagrees with Spann 
and the classical economists, who 
claimed that “money was but a 
commodity like any other, cooking 
utensil, for example.” This conten- 
tion is erroneous because money is 
a “commodity of a special kind; it 
is the commodity which forms the 
connecting link between all others, 
and is in this sense the leading or 
organizing commodity.””° 

Smith was certainly correct in re- 
storing human labor to its proper 
dignity in the economic order, but 
Pesch warns against devaluing in 
the process the role which money 
plays in the economy, for, as he 
puts it: 


Even if money as we know it 
is not everything in the na- 
tional economy, yet it is of 
And if it 
is false to suppose that there 


great importance. 


is no other real wealth than 
money, it would be just as 
wrong to suggest that money 
is not wealth.” 


To those who would say that 
money can be a piece of paper rep- 
resenting something valuable but 
unwieldy, such as land, or some- 
thing valuable but intangible, such 
as human labor, Pesch claims that 
money must have intrinsic value, a 
notion he derives from its history 
as the successor to barter. No one 
would accept a symbol in exchange 
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for something of value. That is the 
only reason that money succeeded 
barter as the medium of exchange. 
Money does not represent value; 
it is value. If it is to be a store of 
value, it must have intrinsic value 
itself. If it did not have intrinsic 
value, it could not have functioned 
as a medium of exchange. Pesch 
claims that “Economic value can 
only be measured by economic val- 
ue.”’® He then goes on to site J. B. 
Say, who claims: 


An object of no value could 
represent value, be a sign, a 
designation that the owner of 
the sign is the owner of the 
value which is not then pres- 
ent; however, money is not a 
value that is absent. Its value 
lies in itself. . . . There is a 
representative sign of money, 
like bank notes, bills of ex- 
change, because these paper 
documents have no other 
value than the money which 
they entitle one to claim with 
them. But where money is 
concerned, it is not the sign; it 
is the stuff that is symbolized. 
... It does not represent value; 
it is value. .. . it is not words 
which determine but the na- 
ture of things, and as the dollar 
under Louis XIV was reduced 
to half an ounce, it happened 
that it bought only 30 pounds 
of grain instead of 60.” 


Michael Chevalier makes the 
same point as Say: “Money is more 
than a measure of value in that 
sense. It is at the same time an ob- 
ject which has its own value... . 
this attribute of being an equiv- 
alent—equal value—is essential 
to money; and much trouble has 
come from the idea that one could 
abstract from this attribute.”*° 

In adverting to the trouble which 
invariably follows from attempts 
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to “abstract from this attribute,” 
Chevalier, like Pesch, is taking 
cognizance of the fact that all of 
the advanced economies of their 
era and ours have paper money in 
circulation. But even granting that 
fact, “the value of metal money is 
still always drawn into the picture, 
and the price is expressed in marks, 
shillings, etc,. Behind paper mon- 
ey, even irredeemable paper money, 
there is always present the expres- 
sion of an equivalent money of like 
value.”*! Paper can represent value, 
as when note are redeemable, but 
once paper money becomes irre- 
deemable, trouble soon follows be- 
cause the temptation of the govern- 
ments who move away from money 
as actual value is to print unlimited 
amounts of money to keep up with 
their unlimited ambition, which 
is invariably fueled by borrowed 
money, which must be paid back at 
compound interest. 


A COMMODITY 


Pesch argues that “In terms of 
material, metallic money was and 
continues to be commodity.” 
But Rothbard argues that money 
“is simply a commodity.” He calls 
“Learning this simple lessons . . . 
one of the world’s most important 
tasks.”** But then after stating his 
case, Rothbard backs away from his 
original assertion by claiming that 
money “differs from other com- 
modities in being demanded main- 
ly as a medium of exchange.”* If 
the main purpose of money is “as 
a medium of exchange” then it is 
not “simply a commodity.” Money 
is different from other commodi- 
ties, because they “have their ul- 
timate purpose in consumption,” 
whereas precious metal in the form 
of money has “its real significance . 


. . in that it facilitates the exchange 
of goods.” 

If, as Rothbard argues, “coinage 
is essentially a business like any 
other,”*” then government is unnec- 
essary. At this point we get to the 
libertarian distortion of economic 
principle at the heart of their ideo- 
logical agenda. “What,” Rothbard 
wonders, “is there to prevent pri- 
vate minters from stamping the 
coin and guaranteeing its weight 
and fineness?”** If government is 
unnecessary, then private actors 
can perform all of its functions. 

When it comes to issuing coins, 
however, it is clear that only one 
sort of private actor is relevant, 
namely, the private actor who is 
in possession of gold. What liber- 
tarianism amounts to then is plac- 
ing the entire economy under the 
control of the rich, to the complete 
exclusion of any notion that the 
common good should temper eco- 
nomic arrangements. In the final 
analysis, all libertarian arguments 
come down to a justification of 
economic measures which would 
concentrate financial and therefore 
political power in the hands of the 
wealthy few. History has shown 
that the one instrument which 
concentrates wealth in fewer and 
fewer hands more effectively than 
any other is usury, and so all of 
Rothbard’s arguments demonizing 
“government” as the radix malorum 
are, in the final analysis, covert jus- 
tifications for usury, a word which 
never gets mentioned in his book 
on money. 

In defending his view that coin- 
age could be done better by the 
free market, Rothbard claims that 
“Opponents of private coinage 
charge that fraud would run ram- 
pant. Yet, these same opponents 
would trust government to provide 


the coinage.” This argument seems 
more cogent when stated in its op- 
posite form. If fraud were rampant 
when the government was involved 
in coinage, with all of the legal re- 
straint government entails, then it 
would be even more rampant in 
the private sector with no controls 
at all. 

Pesch admits that government 
can abuse its power and goes on to 
claim that debasement goes hand 
in hand with political absolutism 
when he writes that “Debasement 
of coins was based on the false as- 
sumption that the state has a total- 
ly absolute power over the coinage 
system ... that... it could issue 
overvalued coins and put them into 
circulation.” But the abuse of gov- 
ernment power which came about 
when people like Thomas Hob- 
bes resurrected the classical pagan 
state as something to be emulated 
by Christian sovereigns does not 
discredit the notion of state power, 
which is, as we have already indi- 
cated, axiomatic. 


AXIOMATIC 


Any entity which has the power 
to enforce contracts is ipso facto 
the state, whether we call that en- 
tity an “insurance company,” as 
Hans Herman Hoppe proposes, or 
whether we disguise that entity by 
referring to it as the “free market.” 
All attempts to discredit the legiti- 
mate power of the state only lend 
power and credibility to those who 
want to use their wealth to exploit 
their fellow citizens with impunity. 
Historically, one group of people 
has been associated with the preda- 
tory finance which finds its most 
powerful expression in usury, and 
that is the Jews. Since Rothbard 


is himself Jewish, all of his anti- 


government arguments take on the 
aura of special pleading, especially 
those which would hand over the 
power of coinage to those who have 
the gold. A sensible coinage policy, 
according to Pesch, would mean 
achieving “the happy medium be- 
tween too little and too much cash 
money supply,” even if difficulties 
arise in determining “how that can 
be accomplished in practice.” 

How then does a nation deter- 
mine the money supply? Rothbard 
claims that the market performs 
this function all by itself. In fact, 
the very question of the proper size 
for the nation’s money supply is 
meaningless. It simply 


doesn’t matter what the supply 
of money is. Any supply will 
do as well as any other supply. 
The free market will simply 
adjust by changing the pur- 
chasing power, or effectiveness 
of the gold unit. There is no 
need to tamper with the mar- 
ket in order to alter the money 
supply that it determines.” 


In keeping with the libertar- 
ian penchant to come up with the 
same cookie-cutter answer to every 
economic question, Rothbard un- 
surprisingly concludes that: 


determining the supply of 
money, like all other goods, 
is best left to the free market. 
Aside from the general moral 
and economic advantages of 
freedom over coercion, no dic- 
tated quantity of money will 
do the work better, and the 
free market will set the pro- 
duction of gold in accordance 
with its relative ability to sat- 
isfy the needs of consumers, as 
compared with all other pro- 
ductive goods.“ 


This simplistic answer to the 


money supply question sounds 
plausible in an age when govern- 
ment has become overbearing and 
intrusive and frequently involved 
in criminal activity, but it is histor- 
ically inaccurate. During the 15" 
century, the money shortage was 
strangling the economy; similarly, 
during the 16" century a surplus of 
gold and silver drove up prices. To 
say that man cannot understand 
these aberrations and, further, that 
he can do nothing to ameliorate 
them, is a metaphysical statement 
about human reason that is both 
pessimistic and unrealistic, as well 
as, ultimately, self-serving. 

By claiming that the state can- 
not increase the money supply, 
Rothbard favors the creditors in a 
capitalist economy, because their 
assets, especially gold, will be more 
powerful during periods of defla- 
tion. A judicious increase in the 
money supply would foster com- 
merce, which means that it would 
be in the interest of the common 
good, but Rothbard rejects any in- 
crease in the money supply a priori 
not because it is an impossibility 
but because it would diminish the 
power of the creditor class, a class 
of people that has been tradition- 
ally Jewish. Rothbard worries that 
an increase in the money supply 
would “simply dilute the effective- 
ness of each ounce” of gold.*! In 
arguing this way, Rothbard favors 
Jewish interests, in particular, the 
interests of the usurer class over the 
common good. 

Rothbard also favors deflation, 
as when he writes: “If people want 
more effective gold ounces in their 
cash balances, they can get them 
only through a fall in prices and 
a rise in the effectiveness of each 
ounce.” This is a peculiarly Jewish 
way of viewing the economy that 
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is reminiscent of Shylock, when he 
brags to Antonio that he can make 
his ducats increase faster than La- 
ban’s ewes and rams. It clearly be- 
speaks a world view which sees no 
value in human labor and sees all 
value accruing from the copulation 
of barren metal that is implicit in 
usury. By seeing wealth in terms 
of “more effective gold ounces,” 
Rothbard is attempting to impose 
the views of Shylock on a national 
economy in which all value comes 
ultimately from human labor. Any 
government which impedes the 
power of the creditor would be bad 
from his point of view, but to say 
this explicitly would tip us off to 
the fact that his economic theories 
serve Jewish interests at the ex- 
pense of the common good, and so 
the libertarian rejects any govern- 
ment role in the economy in toto. 
Rothbard says there is no need for 
government to be involved in the 
issuance of money. “The important 
thing,” Rothbard tells us, “ is that 
the standard not be imposed by 
government decree.” ® 

In fact, any economy which was 
based on a strict gold standard 
(i.e., one that can only expand as 
the supply of gold expands) would 
be in a chronic deflationary state, 
much as the economy of Europe 
was during the great bullion dearth 
of the 15" century. To say that 
“An increase in the money supply 
... only dilutes the effectiveness of 
each gold ounce” is to take the po- 
sition that those who own the gold 
should determine the parameters of 
the economy in their own interest. 
It is a covert defense of the usurers. 
Since Rothbard also defends hoard- 
ing (“Is hoarding really a men- 
ace?” 4), his defense of an economy 
which favors creditors and usurers 
should come as no surprise. Since 
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defending an economic system that 
is predicated on the interest of usu- 
rers exceeds his (and anyone else’s) 
rhetorical powers, Rothbard has 
to come up with a stalking horse, 
which he finds in “government,” 
which allows him then to propose 
“freedom” as the opposite of gov- 
ernment in a way that has become 
predictable as of late. “Freedom,” 
Rothbard tells us, “can run a mon- 
etary system as superbly as it runs 
the rest of the economy. Contrary 
to many writers, there is nothing 
special about money that requires 
extensive government dictation.” 


TENDENTIOUS MISREPRESEN- 
TATIONS 


Waxing ever more tendentious, 
Rothbard then refers to the expan- 
sion of the money supply as “coun- 
terfeiting”: 

if government can find ways to 
engage in counterfeiting—the 
creation of new money out of 
thin air—it can quickly pro- 
duce its own money without 
taking the trouble to sell ser- 
vices or mine gold. . . . Coun- 
terfeiting can create in its very 
victims the blissful illusion of 


unparalleled prosperity. 


The fact that Rothbard misstates 
the problem so consistently cre- 
ates the suspicion that an ideologi- 
cal agenda is driving his economic 
analysis. Counterfeiting doesn’t 
create “the blissful illusion of un- 
paralleled prosperity.” That illusion, 
as the Faust legend makes clear, 
comes from living on borrowed 
money, i.e., usury. Similarly, usury, 
not “government” is the source of 
every economic problem which 
Rothbard mentions. Government 
serves as a useful stalking horse for 


Rothbard in this regard. Libertar- 


ian economics both disguises the 
real source of the problem and pro- 
tects the usurers from government 
control. As a result, the whole is- 
sue of expanding the money sup- 
ply, which Pesch concedes as dif- 
ficult, gets diverted into a mass of 
tendentious misrepresentations. 
Sovereigns, to begin with, certainly 
have debased the coinage to enrich 
themselves at the expense of their 
subjects, but they cannot engage in 
“counterfeiting” because the issue 
of coinage is one of their legitimate 
prerogatives. Ignoring fundamental 
issues like this, Rothbard then goes 
on to claim that 


Counterfeiting is . . . but an- 
other name for inflation— 
both creating new “money” 
that is not standard gold or 
silver, and both functioning 
similarly. And now we see why 
governments are inherently 
inflationary: because inflation 
is a powerful and subtle means 
for government acquisition of 
the public’s resources, a pain- 
less and all the more danger- 
ous form of taxation.” 


Once again, making government 
the villain disguises the real source 
of the problem, which has always 
been and is now, as of this writ- 
ing, debt. Sovereign debt based on 
compound interest or usury causes 
inflation because the government 
has to expand the money supply 
to keep up with interest payments 
and avoid default. The government 
must debase the currency (i.e., ex- 
pand the money supply in a reck- 
less, inflationary manner) in order 
to keep one step ahead of insol- 
vency because of debt, not because 
of some Manichean malevolence 
intrinsic to “government,” as the 
libertarian maintains. 

Rothbard then claims that “in- 


flation causes the dread [sic] ‘busi- 
ness cycle”; the businessman must 
liquidate because of “wasteful in- 
vestment” during the “inflation- 
ary boom.”® This is a roundabout 
way of saying that all businesses 
must pay back the money they 
borrowed, and that this becomes 
impossible when the economy is 
burdened with too much leverage, 
which is another way of saying that 
the business cycle is the result of 
usury. 


THE DEBT DEFLATION CYCLE 


In his seminal article on the debt 
deflation cycle, Irving Fisher claims 
that “General economic equilib- 
rium is disturbed by only the one 
factor of over-indebtedness.” Fish- 
ers article appeared in 1933 and 
dealt with the Great Depression, 
which followed the stock market 
crash of 1929, but his explication 
of the “chain of consequences” 
which inevitably follows from over 
-indebtedness is equally applicable 
to both the recession of 2008 and 
the recession which paralyzed com- 
merce in Florence during the last 
three decades of the 15th century. 
‘The trajectory is the same because 
capitalism is state-sponsored usu- 
ry, and usury always has the same 
consequences: “Over-indebtedness 
will tend to lead to liquidation.”48 
‘The system Rothbard is proposing 
exploits rather than remedies the 
debt-deflation cycle and ensures 
that creditors will get to buy up as- 
sets at pennies on the dollar when 
it does. 

Rothbard consistently misstates 
the case in the interests of the usu- 
rers. Governments inflate their cur- 
rencies, not out of some intrinsic 
malevolence, but because they are 


unable to repay their debts. The 


real cause of inflation (i.e., the 
reckless expansion of the money 
supply) is debt but Rothbard tells 
us: “During World War I and vir- 
tually every other conflict in hu- 
man history, the state borrowed 
money to wage war. Unable to pay 
back what it borrowed, the govern- 
ment had to inflate the money sup- 
ply to avoid insolvency.” 

Once again, Rothbard uses gov- 
ernment to shield the usurers from 
public scrutiny and the ire which 
invariably follows recognition of 
their always deleterious effects on 
the economy. Libertarian “medi- 
cine” is invariably worse than the 
economic disease that “Doctor” 
Rothbard offers to cure. Or as he 
puts it: 


This prognosis can only be 
changed by a drastic alteration 
of the American world mon- 
etary system: by the return to 
a free market commodity such 
as gold and by removing the 
government totally from the 
monetary scene. 


This prognosis, if implemented, 
would enable the usurers to prac- 
tice usury with no restraint, which 
precisely what the Jewish bank- 
ers did after the repeal of the De- 
pression era Glass-Steagal Act in 
1999. The results, as everyone now 
knows, were catastrophic. Now no 
one knows how to extricate the 
world economy from its current 
position under a mountain of un- 
repayable debt. 

Pesch, on the other hand, claims 
that determining the money sup- 
ply is complex but still possible in 
a way that keeps the common good 
of the national economy in mind 
if the state takes into account “the 
increasing division of labor, the 
number and size of business trans- 


actions, the level of turnover of 
commodities and services, and the 
velocity of circulation.”” 

The Vatican is right in claiming 
that the current crisis is traceable 
to an overexpansion of the money 
supply, but the main thing driving 
the expansion of the money sup- 
ply is debt, which is to say, usury. 
Capitalism is state-sponsored usu- 
ry. Another word for capitalism is 
“economic liberalism,” which “has 
driven the world in such a prob- 
lematic direction.” 


THE SOURCE OF THE PROB- 
LEM 


The source of the problem is 
capitalism, which is another word 
for the “economic liberalism that 
spurns rules and controls.” Eco- 
nomic liberalism is another word 
for the Libertarianism we witnessed 
pouring from the mouth of virtu- 
ally every Catholic who felt called 
to comment on the Vatican docu- 
ment. The problems plaguing the 
economy are not of a “technical na- 
ture.” To say that they are is “itself 
a product of neo-liberal thinking.” 
The problem is moral in nature. As 
“Toward Reforming” points out, 
“the economy needs ethics.” 

What the economy doesn’t need 
at this point is Catholic pundits 
promoting the “idolatry of the 
market” every time the Church at- 
tempts to address economic issues. 
What we need now are fewer Cath- 
olic pundits serving mammon, and 
more Catholics willing to shake off 
the mind-forged manacles of Lib- 
ertarian thought and work for an 
economic system grounded in soli- 


darity and truth. 


E. MICHAEL JONES 
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Civilta Cattolica on 
The Jewish Question 


For the predominance to which today’s revolutionary law has helped them is digging an abyss under their feet, whose depth corresponds to 
the height to which they have risen. And at the first burst of the storm they are provoking by their very predominance at present, they will suffer 
such an enormous ruin, heralding an event as unequaled in their history as their modern audacity is also unequaled and with which they have 


trampled the nations that have madly exalted them. 


PART IIl: THE REMEDIES 


Introduction 

Some years ago, a French writer concluded one of 
his strong works on the Jewish invasion of his father- 
land with an analysis that contained, in substance, 
what follows. 

The French Christians ought never to forget that 
these Jews with barbarian names and of barbarian ori- 
gin, most of whom don’t even possess citizenship, in 
less than a century have become our masters. Their 
invasion occurred in three phases: in that of 1791, 
when all of the national institutions collapsed; in that 
of 1815, when France fell prostrate; and in 1870, 
when the German weapons had mutilated France. 

When in 1789 the era of revolution against the he- 
gemony of the nobility and the clergy opened, what 
militated against these two ranks of our civilization 
and their ownership of two-thirds of French soil? 
Taine recently justified the origins of this ownership. 
The nobility had formed by defending the territory 
against the external enemies and thus procuring se- 
curity and glory for the nation. The clergy had well 
deserved the credit for civilizing the nation, refin- 
ing its customs and enriching it through scholarship, 
through monuments, and through thousands of dif- 
ferent charitable institutions. 


Part |: La Civiltà Cattolica, Series XIV, Vol. VII, Fascicule 
961, 23 October 1890; Part Il: La Civilta Cattolica, Se- 
ties XIV, Vol. VIII, Fascicule 970, 4 November 1890; 
Part II]: Za Civiltà Cattolica, Series XIV, Vol. VII, Fascicule 
972, 9 December 1890. 
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THE REVOLUTION’S EXPROPRIATION OF 
CLERGY AND RELIGIOUS 


The clergy’s possessions were estimated at about 4 
billion. But in 1789 were counted at least 130,000 
clergymen and religious in France. Consequently, 
the capital, divided up among them, was reduced to 
about 30,000 francs per person, thus to a profit of 
1,500 per person. Accordingly, there was no ques- 
tion of great things, unless one had taken into con- 
sideration the great number of people who managed 
to live from these profits, and the innumerable alms 
they gave everywhere. In spite of this, such a legiti- 
mate patrimony was classified as an enormous abuse 
and confiscated. 

A hundred years later, no longer 130,000 of our 
priests or religious, but 60,000 not at all French, but 
foreign, Jews, who constitute not at all a state illus- 
trious for its excellent merits of the fatherland, but 
rather a voracious mob of immigrated cosmopolitans 
have snatched up, in our own house, not only 4 bil- 
lion, but very well 90 billion. 


“KIDNAPPING OF THE FAITH”: SEARCH FOR A 
PROPER DEFENSE 


And now, being lords over the public trust, they 
ardently desire to blind the common people, urging 
them against the clergy and thus hiding their mon- 
strous wealth by means of the people’s most wicked 
passions. Oh wonder, during the first revolution, the 
clergy were reproached with their 4 billion; and to- 
day, nobody wonders to see that the fortune of one 
single family of Hebrews (that of the Rothschilds), 


which has come in order to plunder us completely 
within a little more than sixty years, amounts to this 
same sum. What’s more, this race, not content with 
bleeding us, makes every effort to kidnap from us the 
faith of Christ and all that is most beautiful in our 
culture! 

Thus, in the end, the passionate French writer ex- 
claimed: French Christians, let us unite to thwart 
the wicked conspiracy; let us form a defense league 
against these enemies of our name, our tribe, our be- 
liefs and our patriotic traditions. 

A similar cry begins to be heard in other countries, 
and might soon even arise in those where it is not 
heard yet, but will be heard ere long, when it won't 
help much any longer. 

But will this defense league, whose formation is so 
much hoped for, really be one of the effective rem- 
edies for resolving the Jewish question, that with each 
passing day becomes more abominable for the people 
who languish, being oppressed and put in its chains? 

Those who know their history realize that the prob- 
lem of predominance of Jews over Christians is as 
old as Christianity itself. There is no country which 
wouldnt find recorded in its history a frequent change 


The French Christians ought never to forget that these Jews 
with barbarian names and of barbarian origin, most of whom 


don't even possess citizenship, in less than a century have 
become our masters. 


from permission for Jews to remain within its borders 
to their solemn expulsion, because of their abuses and 
misdemeanors. But up to our century, the Hebrew 
tribe was merely tolerated in the Christian kingdoms, 
being viewed with permanent suspicion as hostile, 
foreign and malevolent, and subject to special laws 
of exception, which constituted the common defense 
against their residing in those territories. 


THE ROLE OF EQUAL RIGHTS 


At present this is no longer the case. Thanks to the 
principles of the revolution, which he has used practi- 


ER VENIE CHEZ TOUS LES LIBRAISES £ MARCHANDS DE JOURNAUX 


cally everywhere, the Jew has got the benefit of the 
common law: the law consider him 
equal to the others in all respects and 
protect him just as well as the other 
citizens. Thus the defense policy of 
Christian society has been abolished 
and the Jew has been granted the 
complete freedom to turn against the 
same societies which give him refuge 
in their midst. 

This is the most important con- 
quest of /iberty, which Judaism was 
able to obtain through Freemasonry, 
wherever it is subject to it and constitutes its ally. 

But in order to make them last, the Jew has striven 
to eliminate everything that was historical and na- 
tional in the institutions of the different states, by re- 
ducing all of them, some more and some less, except 
Russia, to such a form of government which was to 
insure that the bulk of power rested in the hands of 
the oligarchies, directly or indirectly depending upon 
him, as for instance, the modern parliaments, which 
pretend, through a continuous legal fiction, to gov- 
ern in the name of national sovereignty but in fact 
impose on us the few who quite legally tyrannize all 
the others. 
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JEWISH RIGHTS VS. THE PLUNDERED 


Once established as axioms of public law, the prin- 
ciples of equality for everyone in all things and the 
right of the predominating parties to govern the na- 
tion, and the state without religion, Judaism was able 
through the instrument of Masonry to attain the 
apex of power which inebriates it and to dominate 
the Christian people in order to plunder, corrupt and 
trample them, as it is doing now in most of Europe. 

Thus, the strongest weapon of defense against op- 
pressive Judaism is broken in the Christians’ fists, and 
as long as the insidious rights of man, promulgated in 
1789, and the parliamentary statutes being in vogue 
today are maintained, there is no human hope for lib- 
eration of Christians from the Judaeo-Masonic yoke 
which wears down and perverts the populations. 

Nevertheless, the previously quoted writer who in- 
vites Christians to band together in a defense league, 
justly demonstrates its necessity with these all too 
true words: 


Grasp it, Catholics, grasp it, all of you who, al- 
though you might not follow the religion of Jesus, 
are born Christians, that is, children of civilized par- 
ents: the Jews, barbarians still in the 19% century, 
keep their ancient offensive force, and they not only 
keep it, but increase it a hundredfold by their as- 
saults through the breaches opened to them by the 
revolution, and certain of victory, they rush on us. 
And you, you have lost the right to defend your- 
selves; faced with an already half-victorious enemy, 
you have remained disarmed. Therein is the danger 
that arises a thousand times over the risks of our 
conflicts with prevailing Judaism in the past. By vir- 
tue of which principles or rights could the revolu- 
tion ever repel its invasion? The state is atheistic or 
at least declares itself neutral towards the religions, 
and leaves the field not to the best one, but to that 
one which is the most audacious in plotting. Addi- 
tionally the state has promulgated absolute equal- 
ity of all citizens, unrestricted liberty, and, on this 
condition, society turns into a tumultuary struggle 
between diverse and opposing forces, of which the 
most powerful will get the upper hand. And, unfor- 
tunately, the most powerful force is always the most 
malicious one, that in the choice of weapons doesn’t 
even shrink from dishonesty. 


Defense proposals This established, we wish to re- 
port, as already announced, upon some proposals by 
publicists who are not at all driven by socialist envy 
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of the Hebrews’ wealth, but rather animated with a 
zeal for religion and fatherland which, by the way, one 
would prefer being better moderated by justice. So, 
in Germany, Austria and France, there is a school of 
thought which advances a remedy for liberation from 
the Jewish plague, that, per se, would be the most radi- 
cal of all, but that wouldn't conform to the Christian 
spirit and whose realization would be impossible at 
present. 


A JUST WAR? 


After proving with hundreds of facts and docu- 
ments that, in general, the Hebrews are a plague on 
Christian society, and a scourge on the Church of Je- 
sus Christ, they demonstrate that the right of making 
war against them, as public enemies, is manifest. But 
since it doesn’t beseem to resort to bloodshed, they re- 
strict things which should be done to two points: That 
the Jew return what he has stolen; that he be banished 
from our territory afterwards. Through confiscation of 
his property and through exile the great evil done by 
him to the countries that have given him legal equality 
is to be recompensed and his pernicious ungrateful- 
ness towards their culture is to be punished. 

That confiscation would be just, who can doubt? 
Most of the treasures possessed by the Jews are ill-got- 
ten, gathered by fraud, usury, and embezzlement. If no 
end is imposed on this scandalous accumulation, then 
in a few decades almost all of the Christians’ liquid 
and fixed assets will have fallen prey to them. 

It is absolutely legitimate, if not always for particular 
individuals, then certainly for the plundered nation, 
to recover the ill-gotten gain from the thieves. 


EXPROPRIATION: THE LESSER OF TWO EVILS 


What else? Even if supposed but not admitted that 
the Jews’ accumulated goods had been acquired justly, 
but also supposed that one has the legitimate right 
to wage war against them, then one has certainly the 
right, too, to impose upon them the lesser evil of con- 
fiscation. Add to this that gold is the most powerful 
weapon by which Jews exterminate religion and op- 
press the people; consequently, in regard to necessary 
defense, one has at least the right to seize this weapon 
from them. 

And if one had no other reason, then nevertheless, 
one would have the right to compensation for the 


inestimable material and moral damages which they 
have done to the Christian people. 

So here we have the case wherein the memorable 
sentence of the illustrious Peter the Venerable comes 
true: Serviant populis christianis, etiam invitis ipsis, di- 
vitiae Judaeorum: although unwillingly, give the ben- 
efit of the riches gathered by the Jews superabundantly 
to the Christians. 

This first part of the remedy would result in what, 
some years ago at a meeting of anti-Semites, was ex- 
pressed under the form of a wish: That to the Jews 
should be applied the very same laws which they 
themselves caused and allowed against the Church and 
promulgated by the Freemasons ruling in the Catholic 
countries. That by a decree of only two lines, all of the 
goods of the Jews, with no exception, be proclaimed 
nationalized. All at once there would be enough to pay 
off the public debts of the states. 


CHRISTIAN JUSTICE AND CHARITY 


It is not our intention to critically examine this for- 


Most of the treasures possessed by the Jews are 
ill-gotten, gathered by fraud, usury, and em- 


bezzlement. 


mulated proposal more in depth. Suffice it to say that 
history abounds with examples of its implementation. 
But in order to be legitimate, first of all such a con- 
fiscation would have to be decreed by those who in 
the nations regularly exercise public authority. And 
secondly, it would have to be carried out according to 
a certain norm of justice and Christian charity. Not all 
of the Hebrews are thieves, swindlers, cheats, usurers, 
Freemasons, cads, and corrupters of customs. Every- 
where one can count among them a certain number 
who are not complicit in the trickeries of the others. 
How could it be justified to include these innocents 
in the punishment deserved by the perpetrators? 

The supporters of the drastic remedy answer that 
even in the most just and most holy wars, a great num- 


ber of innocents also perish; that without distinction, 
all of the Hebrews act in solidarity with each other; 
that they altogether nurture a mortal hatred of the 
Christian in their hearts; that all of them, in one way 
or another, contribute to his destruction; that the ex- 
perience of former times has shown how the Hebrew 
has always abused the mercy and charity of Christians, 
in order to take revenge and persecute them; and that 
consequently, this law of necessary self defense, which 
is not to be confounded with revenge, must take prior- 
ity over every consideration. Salus populi, suprema lex 
esto [Let the people’s welfare be the supreme law]. 

Since at present we are only dealing with a sketch, 
which for the present will certainly not be depicted 
more in detail, we'll leave it at that. Suffice it to add 
that, by all means, justice and charity would have to 
be vindicated for good reasons versus the rigor of its 
overly draconian measures. 


THE REMEDY OF EXILE 


But the confiscation would not be enough, the 
champions of that rem- 
edy insist; indeed, it 
would be of very little 
use if the common en- 
emy was granted refuge 
on the states own terri- 
tory. One ought not to 
say: Death to the Jew! but 
rather, one ought to say: 
Out with the Jew! He may 
live, but far from us. 

A French author 
writes: 


More than ten centuries is enough to prove that 
between our tribe and that of the Hebrews runs an 
incompatibility of humours that is totally insur- 
mountable. We will never be able to live together 
without the greatest risks. Already in the epoch of 
the Renaissance, Bishop Simone Maiolo, in his fa- 
mous book, De perfidia Judaeorum [On the Perfidy 
of the Jews}, taught the Christians the only solution 
remaining for them in order to liberate themselves 
from these implacable enemies of their name, their 
fatherland, their faith, their peace, their goods, 
whom he called traitors, most felonious knaves of 
the human race, an army of quarrelers, rascals (fur- 
ciferi), the scourge of decent men and unworthy 
of being tolerated. To concede to them, as did the 
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revolution, the right of citizenship, was to unleash 
vampires on the country, was to open, out of a sen- 
timent of humaneness, to a menagerie of ferocious 
beasts the doors of their cages. This race has no right 
to reside on our soil. If they are there, then it is ei- 
ther in order to take it away from us Christians, or 
in order to conspire to the detriment of our faith. 
We are faced with an enemy who aspires to deprive 
us of earth and heaven. 


We limit ourselves to observing that, once more, 
the universal banishment of Jews from entire reigns 
and states has many examples. But the banishment 
was legitimate because it proceeded from the legiti- 
mate authority. If, by the way, this remedy had to 
be applied in all of the civilized countries, where on 
earth would be found a place for the eight million 
Jews who dispersedly squat everywhere? 

“Let them go wherever they please,” repeats the 
same writer; “their damnation is to wander forever as 
vagabonds. Well, then let them wander through the 
world. We shall not cease to repeat the ancient prayer 
of the holy liturgy: 

Auferte gentem perfidam 

Credentium de finibus. 

Remove the perfidious people 

from the believers’ territory. 

However much this wholesale banishment, as it 
would be called today, could be justified in certain 
circumstances and in particular countries, although 
in practice it wouldn't be universally feasible: it nev- 
ertheless contradicts the plans of God, Who through 
His prophets’ mouths, has made the cursed Israel 
scattered to all parts of the world a palpable proof of 
Christianity’s truth. 

Otherwise has always been the attitude of the 
Church, of the Popes, and of the Catholic princes to- 
ward this people, who for almost twenty centuries is 
afflicted with the curse of deicide: Sanguis eius (Jesu) 
super nos et super filios nostros [His blood (of Jesus) 
be upon us and upon our children],29 as the syna- 
gogue of Caiphas called it down upon itself and its 
offspring. 

Yet, citing the Lémann brothers who converted 
from Judaism: 


The Popes have always benevolently permitted the 
Hebrews to sojourn in their city. This errant people 
was free to go or not to go there, but it has always 
gone there, and in gratitude it called Rome the He- 
brews Paradise. 
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And the kings mostly imitated the Popes. They tol- 
erated the Jews’ presence in their states, but through 
wise laws protected the faith and possessions of their 
Christian subjects. Even supposing that the remedy 
of universal banishment of the Hebrews was feasible 
now, it would not accord with the Roman Church's 
way of thinking and acting. 


MORAL ORDER ARGUMENTS 


The followers of a more moderate school make var- 
ious and more or less effective suggestions for driv- 
ing back the Jewish hegemony, which nevertheless are 
very difficult to carry out at the present time. 

Besides those suggestions of moral order concern- 
ing the relation of the Christians to the Hebrews, and 
the political ones regarding the freedom of press, the 
main force of Jewish power, as well as the tolerance of 
the masonic sect, they also present economic or social 
proposals, among which rank first those referring to 
the ownership of land and to so-called capitalism. 

It is clear that the usurious loans granted by the He- 
brews via real estate mortgages, year by year facilitate 
the transfer of the national territory from ownership 
by Christians to that by Hebrews. In Austria it is esti- 
mated that, in this way, about 10,000 farms fall into 
Jewish hands every year; in France, Italy, and else- 
where things don’t look much different. If things will 
be going on like this, the point will be reached where 
the arable land of these various nations will turn into 
vast estates owned by a handful of foreign Croesuses 
whom the people will serve as slaves. 

Now, here is the remedy for such a great evil that 
presents itself: a law composed of two simple, little 
articles: (1) Each foreigner is forbidden all ownership 
of rural land in the country; (2) Jews are equalized 
with foreigners. 


EQUAL RESPECT, DIFFERENT RIGHTS 


The first article would be a completely just measure 
of defense and protection for the nation. 

Note, that the prohibition would be restricted sole- 
ly to rural property: foreigners would still be allowed 
to own urban property. As to the second article, it 
would be required because of the peculiarity of the 
Jew, who, among us, is always a cosmopolitan, since 
he is, aside from the simple fact of being born in Ger- 
many, England or Italy, always but a Jew, and never a 


German, Englishman or Italian. And this cosmopoli- 
tanism of their tribe is admitted by the Jews them- 
selves. 


De Pascal had this to say: 


Thus it won't be helpful to resort to the dalliance 
of “equality” and “equal rights.” To want equal 
rights under unequal social conditions is to want 
equal confections for unequal statures. What is 
just, what is necessary, what is equal, one of our 
great statesmen used to say, is equal respect for 
unequal rights. Our ancestors understood this 
quite well, and for this reason their edifice of state 
stood in a beautiful harmony after all, and not in 
this anarchy which is deplored today.30 


But this external defense would have to be com- 
bined with a wise internal regulation of property, 
especially of the smaller and the quite tiny one, by 
means of which it would be protected from usury’s 
eagerness for plunder. Wherever no such guarantees 
will be established, the proletariat of the cities will be 
overly crowded by those of the country: people who, 
loosed from the ties binding them to the soil, and left 
without fatherland, without roof, without bed, will 
fall into the hands of whoever will know how to ex- 
ploit them in order to revolutionize society. 

However, little would be won if at the same time 
one didnt arm, by good laws, against the abuses of 
capitalism, the main nerve of today’s Jewish power in 
Europe. The so-called liberty of money transactions, 
behind which is hidden the most execrable infamies 
of usury, is tantamount to the ruin of the economic 
order of nations, as is the freedom of the press to their 
moral, political, and religious orders. Dr. Ratzinger 
justly states that 


‘The expropriation of society, using fluid capital, is 
carried out with exactly the same precision as the 
laws of nature. If nothing is done to stop it, in 50, 
or at most, 100 years, all of European society will 
be abandoned, bound wrists and ankles, to the 
discretion of a few dozen Hebrew bankers. 


It isn’t necessary for our purposes to look into the 
particulars of the manifold reforms that this school, 
circumspectly, animated by the best intentions, and 
reconciling the rights of the Christian people with 
charity and justice due to the Hebrews, expounds and 
illustrates in order to free Christianity from the op- 
pression inflicted by Judaism. 


ULTIMATE DEFENSE: SETTING ASIDE CIVIL 
EQUALITY 


But as long as Christianity doesn’t shed the politi- 
cal yoke of Masonry, it will be vain to propose and 
discuss possible solutions for liberation. The only so- 
lution and, at the same time the most reliable one, is 
to turn back and retake the way where one has gone 
astray. If the Hebrews are not put in their place by 
humane and Christian laws, certainly, but neverthe- 
less by laws of exception which deprive them of civil 
equality, to which they have no right and which is 
even no less pernicious for them than it is for Chris- 
tians, little or nothing will be accomplished. Seeing 
the inevitability of their presence in the various coun- 
tries; seeing their unalterable nature of their being for- 
eigners in every country, and of their being enemies of 
each country that tolerates them, and of their being 
a society always separated from the societies in which 
it lives; seeing the Talmuds morality that they follow, 
and the fundamental dogma of their religion which 
impels them to seize, by any means whatsoever, the 
goods of all peoples, because it assigns to their race the 
possession of, and the domination over, all the world; 
seeing that the experience of many centuries, and that 
one which we are undergoing at present, has proven 
and still proves, that the legal equality with Christians 
conceded to them in the Christian states results either 
in their oppression of Christians or in their slaughter 
by Christians, there emerges the consequence that the 
only way of reconciling the Hebrews’ residence with 
the Christians’ rights is to regulate it with such laws 
which, at the same time, impede the Hebrews from of- 
fending the Christians’ welfare, and impede the Chris- 
tians from offending that of the Hebrews. 

And this is just what, in a more or less perfect man- 
ner, has been done in the past; this is what, for a cen- 
tury, the Hebrews have tried to abolish; but this is also 
what, sooner or later, willingly or unwillingly, will 
have to be restored, and perhaps the Hebrews them- 
selves will be constrained to ask that it be restored. For 
the predominance to which today’s revolutionary law 
has helped them is digging an abyss under their feet, 
whose depth corresponds to the height to which they 
have risen. And at the first burst of the storm they are 
provoking by their very predominance at present, they 
will suffer such an enormous ruin, heralding an event 
as unequaled in their history as their modern audacity 
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is also unequaled and with which they have trampled 
the nations that have madly exalted them. 


CONVERSION TO CHRISTIANITY? 


There is no lack of writers who opinion that the Jew- 
ish question is to be resolved by Israel’s conversion to 
Christianity and that this is going to be that triumph 
for the Church which will prepare the end of the 
world. For one omen of end-times will precisely con- 
sist in the return of the Hebrews to the God handed 
over by them to the Cross on Calvary. This conversion, 
of which clear signs were already seen, would anew re- 
dound to the Church’s advantage the immense wealth 
possessed by Judaism, and also the unlimited influence 
it exercises nearly everywhere now. 


NO SIGN OF CONVERSION 


That the entry of apostate Israel into the sheep-fold 
of Christ be one of the signs given in Sacred Scripture 
as preceding the end of the world is beyond any doubt. 
But that the signs of such an entry would already show 
we wouldnt know how to become convinced of this. 
His dispersed and errant people, which always must 
exist, so that they testify to the belief in Jesus Christ, 
not only through the patrimony of the Scriptures they 
preserved, but also by their very condition, remain still 
today the same that they became after the destruction 
of Jerusalem: a people without a king, without a priest- 
hood, without a temple, without a fatherland, without 
hope, and the most embittered enemy of the Name 
and the Church of Jesus Christ, Who was crucified by 
their ancestors. But that they would begin to take a 
turn for the better, and to embrace as their Savior, Je- 
sus, Whom they have killed, of this we discern neither 
clear nor vague indications. 


FALSE VS. TRUE CONVERSIONS 


There are those who see such indications in the pos- 
session of the right of civil equality which it [i.e., Isra- 
el] enjoys almost everywhere now. From this it follows, 
some claim, that many 

Jews have turned incredulous and profess no re- 
ligion at all except that of the golden calf, and that 
many others, through their more liberal intermingling 
with the Christian, have been brought near to the 
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Church, whose bosom at present they enter without 
making a great stir, but in considerable numbers. If 
we limit ourselves to what is visible and palpable and 
what we have proven at length, it seems to us that it 
can be said that equality conceded to the Hebrews by 
the anti-Christian sect [i.e., Freemasonry], wherever it 
has usurped the government of the peoples, has pro- 
duced the effect of uniting Hebraism with Freema- 
sonry in the persecution of the Catholic Church, and 
of elevating the Jewish race in its occult power as well 
as in its manifest abundance of wealth over the Chris- 
tians. That not a few Israelites become Protestant, or 
rather feign joining the nationalistic Christianity of 
the Lutherans, Calvinists, Anglicans, and so on, is well 
known, but it is also well known that they are induced 
to these feigned conversions by everything except re- 
ligious reasons. That others turn from the synagogue 
to Catholicism may be authentic in case they do so 
secretly; but exactly because being done secretly, such 
conversions do not suffice at all for constituting a rec- 
ognizable sign. 

In every century, for the rest, God has attracted, 
in varying measure, considerable numbers of Jews to 
His Church, sometimes more, sometimes less, and it 
would not be proper to compare the converts of our 
time with those of past epochs. But it is certain that at 
present, Judaism, taken as a whole, shows itself incom- 
parably more inclined to hatred and suppression of 
Christianity than to benevolence toward it and its edi- 
fication. And the satanism because of which Masonry 
has waged its campaign against all of what it knows to 
be Catholic, isn’t nurtured more insidiously by any- 
thing other than by the Israelites’ pen, machinations, 
suggestions and gold. 

Thus, if the resolution of the Jewish question in Eu- 
rope had to be postponed until the mission of Enoch 
and Elias, we think that before there would still be 
enough time to see Europe become, for long centu- 
ries, one single, huge plantation, exploited by the Jews 
through the labor and sweat of the Christians reduced 
to slavery. Accordingly, this is no remedy in which we 
can acquiesce, since it is, on the one hand , too fantas- 
tic, and on the other, too remote. 


A DIVINE JUDGMENT 


What must be the true solution of the problem, 
and the radical cure for the Jewish disease in Europe, 
has been clearly demonstrated, as has also been dem- 


onstrated the practical impossibility to resort to this 
cure as long as there are governments which continue 
to replace the ten commandments, the faith, and the 
Gospel of Christ with the principles glorified by the 
French revolution. If the Christian societies, having 
been removed from the Church of Jesus Christ, won't 
return to Her, they will wait in vain for their liberation 
from the iron yoke of the Jews. As long as sin will en- 
dure, punishment also will endure and even intensify. 
The Greeks’ apostasy was punished by the Moham- 
medans, who destroyed their empire. Heaven's cho- 
sen instrument of anger for punishing the degenerate 
Christianity of our time is the Hebrews. Their power 
over Christianity is continually increasing, along with 
the predominance of that evil spirit in it that followed 
up the rights of God with the rights of man in its bo- 
som. The justice of the Eternal makes use of the most 
apostate and most cursed people in order to scourge 
the apostasy of the nations more favored by His mer- 


cy. 


THE EXAMPLE OF FRANCE 


France sets an example of this. She has just cel- 
ebrated the first centenary of that revolution which 
separated her from God, the Church, and her kings. 
But how did she celebrate this solemnity? France pros- 
trated herself in the dust of the Masonic temple of 
Solomon, humiliated under the feet of the talmudic 
synagogue, as a slave of a swarm of foreign vultures 
who have already drained three fifths of her ancestors’ 
patrimony from her. And thus, the revolution of 1789 
has yielded her the glorious profit of passing from the 
noble submission to her most Christian kings over to 
the ignoble servitude of the kings of Mammon. 


THE EXAMPLE OF ITALY 


Different from France is Italy. She is that country to 
whom, for quite thirty years, more than to the other 
nations, Freemasonry has instilled the poison of those 
liberties which have nearly killed France. And the ef- 
fects seem most deplorable, not only in political, eco- 
nomic, or moral aspects, in which she resembles her 
elder sister more and more, but also in the enslavement 
to the ghetto, which by means of Masonry brings Italy 
under its subjection more each year. 


EVANGELICAL JUSTICE 


Well, let there form leagues of Christians who want 
somehow to stop the flood of Judaism that rushes in 
and, being free from any restraint, devastates along 
with the material wealth also the most previous trea- 
sures of our faith and our civilization; well, let the peo- 
ple disseminate the idea of the necessity for public wel- 
fare, to confine this pernicious river to its ancient bed 
again, by just laws; let the people write, print, speak, 
struggle towards that, always within the limits permit- 
ted by the Gospel. But let no one who possesses genu- 
ine love of religion and of his country become weary, 
everywhere, again and again, of continually driving in 
the nail of this great truth: that for the nations who 
have jointly apostatized from the Church in order to 
follow the masonic pretences, modern Hebrews con- 
stitute the scourge of divine justice, and that the whole 
sweetness of liberalism will result in their being lured 
into the embrace of the voracious octopus of Judaism. 


THE BOURGEOISIE’S ROLE 


Toussenel, Proudhon, Lafargue, and a hundred 
others predicted what would necessarily be the reso- 
lution of the Jewish question in Europe. As the bar- 
barians from outside resolved the Jewish question of 
the most decayed Roman world, thus the barbarians 
from inside will resolve the present one which has 
arisen from the so-called reigning or bourgeois class 
that has been seduced, inebriated, and corrupted 
to the marrow by Judaism. Hasn't it refused, out of 
hatred for Christ, any social reform that was based 
on Christian justice as its basis? Well, the new Attila 
will be unleashed upon their republics, their monar- 
chies, their institutions, their stock exchanges, their 
theaters, their factories, their places of entertainment, 
and he will bring them to ruin along with the Jews. 
Haven't they jointly repudiated the Lord’s Anointed? 
They will jointly take delight in Barabbas. And when 
Barabbas will have treated them as they deserved, the 
Lord’s Anointed will return to His house and demon- 
strate that it remains true forever: that whoever raises 
his horn[s] against Him will, being conquered, end 
up licking the dust of His feet X pulverem pedum tuo- 
rum lingent.31 


NOTES 
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Anonymous author’s note to the 2001 translation 

This Preface provides an historical background for the La Civilta 
Cattolica thesis and contributes to an understanding of the Talmudic 
terms used by the Jesuits in that 1890 3-part series. The same con- 
temporary anonymous author has added 11 Roman numeral end- 
notes. 

Many do not realize that most Jews who live among us are not the 
people of the Old Testament. While most Jews living in the United 
States would identify themselves as Reformed or Conservative Jews 
(which erroneously implies an amending of earlier errors of inter- 
pretation), these two Jewish branches essentially follow the Talmudic 
psychology of applying human inventions to replace divine Scrip- 
ture. Therefore, these two branches X most of whose constituents 
favor abortion, birth control, and homosexual rights X have little to 
do with the Old Testament. 

Orthodox (Talmudic) Jews, referred to as Pharisaic Jews in the 
New Testament, ostensibly recognize the Divine authenticity of the 
Old Testament but add to and subtract from these laws, as their so- 
called oral law dictates. When they organized this oral law in the 
written Talmud2 (if this maze can be called “organized”), they as- 
serted that this lengthy legal addition was given by God to Moses at 
Mt. Sinai at the same time the written Pentateuch was dictated. 

While it would be highly questionable that such a lengthy 
2700-page small print treatise could be remembered over that 1700 
year period merely through oral transmission, it is also highly illogi- 
cal, as this oral tradition contradicts the written law, adding at will 
to or subtracting from Biblical laws. It is impossible for a student to 
study this amalgam and be able to make heads or tails of it. 

The Talmud X which consists of the 6th Century Mishna, or repe- 
tition, and the 6th Century Gemara, or completion follows Justin- 
ian’s format in that the Mishna would be the Institutes, or elements, 
or first principles of a no longer oral law, while the Gemara would be 
the Pandects or digests, containing the opinion of learned Rabbini- 
cal doctors, except that the Gemara is not digested in a systematic 
method. Using the ostensible style of the Socratic dialectic, ques- 
tions are asked in one part and can be answered hundreds of pages 
later. It is largely incoherent and often vile and obscene. 

Even learned Rabbis tell us that without the commentary of Rashi, 
the Talmud cannot be understood. Rashi is an acronym for Rabbi 
Solomon, son of Isaac of Troyes (1040-1105), who is sometimes also 
found under the name of Yarchi or Jarchi, meaning “moon” in He- 
brew, having been connected by some to a French city named Lunes, 
or moon in English. 

Other Rabbis, relying on Rashi and others, wrote the code books 
interpreting the interpretations of the Talmud, and so the so-called 
people of the book present us with untold millions of words of their 
own opinions,3 most of which have nothing to do with the Old Tes- 
tament. This incessant insectile noise drowns out the true words of 


the Bible that are of divine origin. 
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The part of the Talmud called the Gemara contains tractates such 
as Bava Metzia, or middle gate. This deals with the laws of moveable 
property and wages. Bava Kama, or first gate, deals with laws regard- 
ing torts or damages. And Bava Bathra, or final gate, deals with laws 
involving real property. 

Berakhot, or blessings, is a tractate treating prayers and blessings. 
Rosh Hashana, or head of the year, or new year, deals with the New 
Year (a holiday described in the Pentateuch as the first day of the sev- 
enth month, and in Ezekiel 40:1 as Rosh Hashana) and the calendar. 
Sanhedrin, or great council, deals with the judiciary system. 

The code books seek to classify this stupendous amalgam of laws 
numbering over 11,000 statutes. The Pentateuch has only 613, over 
half of which cannot be observed by them and apply to the non-ex- 
istent Temple. It is important to note that less than 300 apply today, 
on an Old Testament basis, in contrast to the Talmud’ over 11,000. 

To master these codes requires endless study. The main one is en- 
titled, Shulchan Aruch (spread on the table). The Schulchan Aruch 
is the standard code of Jewish law, written by Rabbi Joseph Caro 
(1488-1575), and has, as one of its four parts, Chochen Mishput, 
meaning the breastplate of judgment worn by the high priest. 

The reference to Kol Nidre refers to a prayer said by Jews on the 
evening of the holiest day of the year, the Day of Atonement & and 
which means the voice of vowing. It asks God to forgive the Jews for 
vows that they may make in the coming year and then break. This is 
asking forgiveness in advance. 

These codes teach lay Jews many things not found in Scrip- 
ture. Examples: (1) unemployed Jews must have sexual intercourse 
with their wives every night except during the roughly twelve days 
of menstruation,4 which we find in the Bible as seven days, even 
though the Bible not only requires but limits sexual intercourse for 
procreation (see St. Augustine’s, On the Good of Marriage); (2) how 
to illegally get around the laws of debt release required at the end 
of every Sabbatical year; (3) that milk and meat cannot be eaten to- 
gether, although the Bible only forbids boiling a kid in his mother’s 
milk; and (4) the treating of all non-Jews under the severe disabili- 
ties of Canaanites, though this obviously has no basis in the Bible. 

The Canaanite treatment is found in Deuteronomy 7:2-5, whereby 
these seven nations were condemned to death for unnatural sexual 
vice, incest, and other abominations found in Leviticus 20. While 
this misapplication of the law to apply to descendants of Japheth 
(Western Europeans)is found throughout the Talmud, it is brought 
forward in the code book of Maimonides, under The Book of Knowl- 


edge 78a, translated as follows: 


But as regards the Minoans (heretics) and Epicureans 
(heretics), it is a commandment to destroy them with 
your own hand and throw them into the pit of destruc- 
tion for they persecute Israel and seek to turn them away 
from their God, as Jesus the Nazarite and his followers, as 


well as Zodok (Sadducees) and Boethius (Sadducees) and 


their followers, may their name rot. 


It is noteworthy that not only Christians are to be treated as Ca- 
naanites but also Sadducees and Boethians. These latter are called 
today Karaites, who try to adhere only to the written law of the Bi- 
ble. For this they have earned the undying hatred of the Talmudists, 
but have generally been recognized as good citizens in the countries 
of western Europe. The German government, during 1933-1945, 
exempted the Karaites from persecution, showing how Providence 
delivers the good from the flames of punishment as Shadrach, Mes- 
dach, and Abed-nego in Daniel 3. (See Encyclopedia Judaica Jerusa- 
lem, Vol. 10, page 775.) 

These erroneous interpretations have filled history with blood. 
The Jewish rebellion against 

Rome, put down in 70 AD by Titus, and the so-called Bar Kok- 
bba (son of the star rebellion or the Messianic rebellion according 
to Rabbi Akiba) put down by Hadrian in 132 A.D., stem from this 
implacable Rabbinical hostility to all mankind. We find in Epitome 
(Book 68:32), Dion Cassius claims that the Jews “would eat the 
flesh of their victims, make belts for themselves of their 
entrails, anoint themselves with their blood, and wear their 
skins for clothing.”5 

This Talmudic spirit has been carried forward in our century 
where the Jewish Bolsheviks,such as Lazar Moiseyevich Kaganovich, 
between 1928-1932, carried out the liquidation through starvation 
of 10 million men, women and children during the Kulak extermi- 
nation in the Ukraine. We have similarly found the American Jew- 
ish Anti-Defamation League promoting abortion rights in the U.S., 
leading to the killing of 40 million unborn babies. 

What happened in Germany during the 1933-1945 may now be 
more understandable to the reader as the Providential punishment 
the Jews suffered, as predicted in Deuteronomy 28. While we pray for 
the repentance of the Jews, we can only see the repeat performance 
of the 1930s if they pursue their present course. May God grant 
them the wisdom to understand the consequences of their actions 


and the strength to act accordingly. 


NOTES FOR THE PREFACE 


2 There are two Talmuds, one of which was written in Babylon 
and the other in Jerusalem. The Rabbis consider the Babylonian one 
authoritative. 

3 The blinded Rabbis established the right to add these millions 
of words, based on one small Hebrew word in the Pentateuch (Pi) 
which signified mouth. It is found in Exodus 34:2-7. But the word is 
an expletive particle, denoting the manner and value of anything, as 
appears from Genesis 43:7 and Leviticus 27:18 and therefore should 
be rightly translated “the tenor” of those words. Yet their Rabbi 
Johannes, in the very beginning of Halicoth Olam (Eternal Way), 


gathers from here that God made a covenant now with their Fathers, 
concerning all the unwritten laws delivered by word of mouth. As 
long as they adhere to this opinion, they can never understand their 
divine writings. For what can be more plain that the Covenant here 
mentioned was ordered to be written. We have elaborated on the 
Talmudic legalistic methodology in this footnote so the reader can 
understand this important point more clearly. 

4 The depraved Jewish marriage laws extend, even requiring simi- 
lar frequent sexual intercourse, into pregnancy and nursing (see Code 
of Jewish Law, Kitzur Schulchan Aruch, or abbreviated table spread, 
Hebrew Publishing, 1961, NY, Volume 4, Chapter 150, page 15, 
item 7). It can thus be seen what a grave error it was to let the Jews 
out of the Ghetto, for this opened onto Western Civilization a 
veritable floodgate of sensuality. Noteworthy in this regard is con- 
temporary Talmudic Freudianism. By disconnecting sexuality from 
procreation, the Jews have demonstrated that they have fallen into 
carnality, as St. Augustine had taught. While the Jewish-American 
Anti-Defamation League (ADL) kills God in the public schools by 
banning school prayer and Bible reading, or puts into the schools 
Professor Eli Weisel’s books calling for the trial of God (see Matthew 
27), the Jewish New York Times demands condoms for the students 
who have been corrupted by the ADL culture which promotes ho- 
mosexual rights. The Za/mud also sanctions artificial birth control 
under certain circumstances. 

5 Encyclopedia Judaica of Jerusalem, Volume 5, page 39, tells us the 
papyri confirms the account of Dion Cassius. 

Roman Numeral Notes 

(author anonymous) 

i. We see this in the 20th century rise of National Socialism. 19th 
Marxism was converted in Heaven to German Socialism and 19th 
century Zionism into German Nationalism. Rabbi Eichanan Was- 
serman, in Epoch of the Messiah (Copyright 1985 by Rabbi E.S. Was- 
serman, Los Angeles, CA 90069) writes: 

Nowadays, Jews have chosen two [idols[ to which they offer up 
their sacrifices. They are Socialism and Nationalism. The new gospel 
of Nationalism can be defined briefly as “Let us be like the nations.” 
All that is required of the Jew is national feeling. He who pays the 
Shekel and sings Hatikvah is thereby exempted from the precepts 
of the Torah. It is clear that this idea is considered to be fundamen- 
tally idol-worship from the point of view of the Torah. These forms 
of idol-worship have poisoned the minds and hearts of the Hebrew 
Youth. Each one has its tribe of false prophets in the shape of writers 
and speakers, who do their work to perfection. A miracle has hap- 
pened in Heaven: these two idolatries have been merged into one 
X National Socialism. There has been formed from them a fearful 
rod of wrath which hits at the Jews in all corners of the globe. The 
abominations to which we have bowed down strike back at us. “Thy 


sin shall punish thee.” 
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Thus, National Socialism was invented in Heaven as a measure- 
for-measure punishment to the Jews for their perfidy. Here La 
Civilta Cattolica is prophetic. 

A similar interpretation to that of Rabbi Wasserman’s treating 
Hitler as a kind of Attila punishing the Jews for their sins is from 
Rabbi Avigdor Miller in his tape number 347 [Rabb Miller Tapes, 
2002 Avenue J, Brooklyn, New York 11210]. Rabbi Miller in this 
tape considers Adolf Hitler a Providential punishment on the Jews 
for their sins. Another work by I. Domb, entitled, The Transforma- 
tion, is available from The Jewish Guardian [P.O. Box 2143, Brook- 
lyn New York, 11202]. 

ii. We would say more than ninety percent of the Talmud is phari- 
saical. See “Commentary on Terms.” 

iii. See Genesis 9:27. 

iv. Those comments of the Rabbis of today are not found in the 
6th century Gemara itself, but their Pharisaical views are considered 
by them as one tradition with the Talmud. 

v. The messianism can be found in various Jewish apostasies com- 
pletely unconnected to the 

Bible. First is the usury system that underlies all modern Jewish 
power. That this system, as all non-Biblical systems, is a death system, 
was demonstrated by Aristotle in his Politics, 1:3:23. Once all the 
gold in the system is lent out, the gold cannot generate its own chil- 
dren or liquidity to pay the interest. For example, if 140,000 tonnes 
of gold are lent out at 10%, and there are only 140,000 tonnes of 
gold in the world, it is impossible that 154,000 tonnes of gold could 
be paid at the end of the year when it is due. The 14,000 tonnes of 
gold would not exist. Defaults follow. So, the Jewish usurer in the 
Middle Ages gathered all the nation’s wealth into his hands until he 
was expelled. St. Thomas Aquinas, in The Summa Theologica, in “Of 
the Sin of Usury,” (Q 78, Art 1, Part 11-11) wrote: “I answer that, 
to take usury for money lent, is unjust in itself because this is to sell 
what doesn’t exist...” 

The 18th and 19th centuries introduced, via Jewish usurers such 
as the Rothschilds, the fraudulent paper and credit systems as de- 
scribed by J. W. von Goethe in The Tragedy of Faust, Part 2. Here 
the liquidity, or children, were artificially created in the form of pa- 
per and credit to service the interest, but this system is also against 
nature and God as it fraudulently creates value out of nothing. (See 
Lev. 19:36 that legislates against this fraud; Ex: 22:25; Lev. 25:36,37, 
and Deut. 23:19, 20 for usury prohibitions.) Since the usury relent- 
lessly continues to accumulate, the paper and credit must continu- 
ously be created by the central and the private banks to pay the in- 
terest until the system becomes so fractionalized that it disintegrates, 
as in Germany between 1914-1923. 

As this fractionalization took place, the Rothschilds “manipulated 
the quantity and flow of money so that they were able to influence, 
if not control, governments on one side and industries on the other.” 
(Tragedy and Hope, page 51, by Carroll Quigley, 1966, The Mac- 
millan Co., N.Y.). If the Rothschilds wanted to get rid of a govern- 
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ment, they would contract the supply of credit through their con- 
trolled central bank, creating a depression and political upheaval, as 
the Parisian Baron Edouard de Rothschild did between 1929-1932 
in the United States to get rid of the protectionist Republicans who 
were moving to disrupt their international loans. Of course, they 
sell their asset portfolio before the crash, and buy back the assets 
afterwards. The enormous wealth thus accumulated is used to foster 
such heresies as Talmudic Ricardianism, Talmudic Darwinism, Tal- 
mudic Marxism, Talmudic Freudianism, and Talmudic Einsteinism, 
which will be treated in further footnotes. Therefore, fiat currency 
and credit are merely pharisaical control mechanisms. 

vi. In Hebrew, goy means nation, and can refer in the Hebrew 
Bible to the Israelite nation, but in the Talmud, it mostly refers to 
non-Jews. 

vii. Russian independence from Jewish financial control was end- 
ed by a calculated series of events started by Parisian Baron Edouard 
de Rothschild who arranged the assassination of 

Archduke Ferdinand of Austria at Sarajevo in 1914 to draw the 
weak Russian state into a European war to end the Tsarist regime. It 
was rather surprising to the Parisian Baron that the 

Russian Tzar held on so long, which forced him into planning the 
Bolshevik Revolution in 1918 by having his Agent, Parvus, engineer 
through the German government the transfer of Lenin in a sealed 
railway car from Switzerland to Russia with his Jewish crew. The 
later suppression in the western press of the atrocities being com- 
mitted in Russia was carried out by the Rothschild forces as Russia 
fell under a Jewish dictatorship more ruthless, brutal and murderous 
than anything ever before seen in history. We refer to the recently 
published Black Book of Communism for a detailed account. 

viii. Historically, many of these rights and privileges were given 
through Jewish bribery of the aristocracy, or of public officials. 

ix. The so-called political economists as David Ricardo or Milton 
Friedman are essentially 

Talmudic apologists for economic doctrines of the cut-throat 
competition used in an economic contraction to consolidate and 
monopolize industries under Jewish private banking control. These 
economic doctrines were applied by Charles Darwin to the survival 
of the fittest doctrine and natural selection. The Jewish newspapers 
touted Talmudic Darwinism as a means to destroy the Biblical basis 
of Christian civilization. The vile idea that man emerged from an 
animal has never been witnessed by the human eye, but was never- 
theless used to destroy God’s account of Adam and Eve. The Jews 
were confounded when, in our century, Adolf Hitler turned the 
tables on them and characterized them as the inferior species unfit 
to survive and slated them to be destroyed as the Jewish Bolsheviks 
like Kaganovich had liquidated the 10 million Christian families in 
the Ukraine in the Kulak class liquidations; and so the Jews were 
punished measure-for-measure. It is important to note that, just as 
Talmudic sexology is contrary to Scripture, reason and natural law, 


so is Darwin’s Descent of Man contrary to Scripture and empirical 


natural evidence (i.e., what we can see). 

x. Here is an appropriate place to discuss the Jewish sexual sci- 
ence, Talmudic Freudianism. 

The philosophy can be found in the homosexual, Oscar Wilde’s, 
The Picture of Dorian Gray, the part in which Lord Henry Wotton 
proclaims: “The only way to get rid of a temptation is to yield to it.” 
Dr. Freud’s contention is that repression of the sexual urge causes 
mental illness. In the movie, “Splendor in the Grass,” made some 
decades ago, Natalie Wood, who plays the lead, ends up in the Kan- 
sas Meninger Hospital for resisting sex on a date, while the fornicat- 
ing girls are depicted as emotionally healthy. 

During my visits to the Meninger Hospital, my discussions with 
both doctors and patients found no patients there suffering because 
of holy continence. Rather, I found most girls suffering from guilt 
and disorientation caused by sexual misdeeds. The Talmudic Freud- 
ian psychiatrists’ goal there was to free the patients from illness by 
taking away the guilt of their sins. Here is the new Jewish monastery, 
a whorehouse, and the priesthood, psychiatrists. Their mystery, as in 
the evolutionism of Darwinism, is the (unseen) unconscious. 

During the 1930s, Dr. Carl Jung answered the Freudians, who 
based their sexology on the unconscious Oedipus complex archetype, 
by saying the racial national spirit of Adolf Hitler and the German 
people came from their unconscious and was the German archetype, 
while the Jewish archetype was the Oedipus complex. This is a rather 
farcical game, as the unconscious is, by definition, unknown. 

Unfortunately, Freud dominates our school systems and a perfidi- 
ous sex education is taught, promoting vices such as masturbation, 
sodomy and kindred perversions. 

xi. The school texts are infected with Talmudic Einsteinism and 
Marxism. It is easy to see that Karl Marx’s ideas are foolish, since 
he tries to create equality of result instead of equality of opportu- 
nity, thereby destroying all incentives. God divided the land of Is- 
rael equally (Numbers: 26:54), but not the fruits of the work (Prov, 
20:4). We wonder why the Rothschilds and other Jewish plutocrats 
desire to concentrate so much wealth when the Bible’s equality of 
landholding and the Jubilee (Lev. 25:25-28) prevented such perma- 
nent concentration, except that we know that is their tool for one- 
world domination. And, of course, the answer is that they are rebels 
against the Bible and God so no monstrosity is beyond their lucifer- 
ian plotting. 

Dr. Einstein is less easy to understand. Suffice it to say that our 
eyes see that the earth is not moving and the sun orbits the earth. 
Galileo never proved otherwise, but his “theory” that the 

Bible’s geocentricity was wrong, using meaningless, disconnected 
empirical data promoted the empirical movement, which encour- 
aged the idea that truth could be found by examining a stupendous 
number of facts, and that the patterns of fact could challenge the 
Bible. This was contrary to the Aristotelian method of investigation 
which searched for the nature of the problem and once found, used 


the analysis to organize the empirical data somewhat as theories do 


today. But Aristotle used deductive logic from things that were real 
and known, rather than inferential logic from things unknown as 
Plato and today’s scientists. 

Here is an example. When Aristotle observed that a baby was 
born from a man and a woman, he deduced that in the past that 
was always the way. He saw what was real and deduced conclusions 
from it. However, the Darwinists see a scale of species, and infer one 
species was born from another, though they never saw such a thing. 
(The ancients had such beliefs, as Helen of Troy being born from a 
swan’s egg, which today would be called a form of punctuated equi- 
librium.) The Darwinists then launch into gigantic empirical data 
searches to prove linkages through graded species, though there is 
no visible evidence one was born from the other, and become lost 
in the confusion of data. Aristotle’s method saves us from becoming 
detoured into such irrelevant data searches which have encumbered 
our entire educational system which murders the innocent souls of 
our children with millions of irrelevant “facts.” We are sure the Phar- 
isees want this intellectual confusion to facilitate their control. 

So, they never proved a pattern of facts that could repudiate Bibli- 
cal creation, but merely showed the differing species that God cre- 
ated on an ascending scale, and call it evolution. You could just as 
easily say the scale indicated the descent of the species and call it 
de-volution. The connection between these species is never proved 
as having evolved because no one ever saw one come out of another, 
and thus modern science is counter-intuitive. 

In 19th century science, it was held that air carried the voice and 
that in a theoretical vacuum there could be no conversations. As a 
corollary, it was believed (even before the time of Sir Isaac Newton) 
that the aether carried light waves as air carried sound. While the 
aether could not be proved, it was considered as a theory scientifi- 
cally logical as a corollary to sound transmission via the air. Towards 
the end of the 19th century, experiments were performed by an in- 
terferometer by sending light waves in the direction the earth was 
alleged to be moving, vertically, and in reverse, to prove the earth’s 
movement by measuring the resistance of the 

aether wind. These experiments demonstrated that there was no 
aether wind resistance, and using scientific logic thus there was no 
earth movement. It is important to point out that scientific logic 
and absolute proof are not the same. But, then, in almost all as- 
tronomy, there is no absolute proof. Dr. Einstein’s contribution to 
this problem was to try to save appearances for atheism by saying 
there was no aether. 

Einstein believed in the God of Spinoza, who postulated that the 
universe and all the people in it were God, which represents such an 
irrational insanity that we can safely call them atheists. Think, dear 
reader, of all the bad things men do and then consider, as did Ein- 
stein and Spinoza, that this too is God. See Pierre Bayle’s analysis of 
Spinoza in his Dictionaire historique et critique. 

The most important lesson that can be drawn from this discussion 


is that neither heliocentricity nor a-centricity eonbrabersntphas 
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What is Usury? 


Anthony Santelli 


A number of articles have been written in this mag- 
azine on the subject of usury and, sadly, all of them 
had glaring errors. Everyone knows that the Church 
has condemned usury throughout her history, but few 
seem to understand what is usury and what isn’t usury. 
I have been asked by the editor to write an article on 
this subject, and I hope that what follows clears up the 
issue. Usury can become a complex subject. 

What follows will not be an historical analysis; it will 
not discuss the various debates that have occurred on 
the subject throughout history. Rather, it will present 
an analysis that shows the conclusions of those debates 
in what I hope will be a rather clear summary. 

The analysis will prove and conclude the following: 
1) All compound interest is usury no matter what the 
interest rate; 2) Fees that make the lender whole can 
legitimately be charged. These include fees that cover 
the cost of originating the loan (payment for lender’s 
time and costs), and either late fees for actual losses or 
a fee, in advance, for the risk of loss or lateness, but 
not both. 3) All fees over and above what makes the 
lender whole are usury. These include fees for time, 
opportunity cost, or anything else. If there is no risk 
of not being paid back in full, then no fee for risk can 
legitimately be charged either. 4) Fees for risk that ex- 
ceed the principle borrowed are a violation of the Just 
Price. 5) Money can be legitimately earned on a loan 
only when the borrower pays back the principal plus 


Anthony Santelli received his Ph.D. in economics from George Mason 
University. He has taught economics and finance and has managed 
money for AES Capital for more than a decade. He can be reached at 
AnthonySantelli@AESCapital.com. 
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a risk premium in the case of a fee being charged for 
the risk of loss where there ends up being no loss. 6) 
Money can be legitimately invested in equities, royal- 
ties, and rental properties and can earn profits in any 
of those as well as earning legitimate profits through 
the buying and selling of products in trade. 

The unobjectionable principles we will use to dis- 
cover the truth about usury are: 1) The lender has the 
right to be made whole; 2) One can justly earn a profit 
where there is a risk of loss; 3) Obtaining wealth with- 
out work is unjust because it means that someone else 
worked without obtaining the wealth that is justly his; 
similarly, obtaining profit without risk is unjust be- 
cause it means that someone else is suffering certain 
loss without the possibility of gain. 4) The Principle of 
Solidarity which teaches that adversarial relationships 
are incompatible with the Kingdom of God. 1, 2, and 
3 stem directly from the basic principle of justice to 
give each what they are due, and 4 insures a peaceful 
society and is one of the core principles of Catholic 


Social Thought. So let us begin. 


WHY CHARGING COMPOUND INTEREST IS 
IMMORAL 


If you had borrowed one dollar at the time of Christ 
at 6% interest, how much money do you think you 
would owe today, 2000 years later? Let’s do the math: 
1.062000 = $4.09 x 1050, or $409,006,800,000,0 
00,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 
000. Thats orders of magnitude more money than 
there is in the whole world! 

To put that in perspective, if there were 10 billion 


people on the earth each earning $1 trillion dollars 
a second, for every second of every minute of every 
hour of every day from the beginning of time, 15 bil- 
lion years ago, their combined earnings would only 
amount to $4.07 x 10439. It would take another 86 
billion earths each full with 10 billion people earn- 
ing $1 trillion dollars a second for every second from 
the beginning of time before you would come close 
to having enough money to pay back the interest due 
on a measly $1 loan at a low 6% interest for a mere 
2000 years. I am sure you don't believe me. Take out 
your calculator and do the math yourself. “What does 
it profit a man to gain the whole world and to lose his 
very soul.” Luke 9:25, Matt 16:26. The only way you 
can gain the whole world is through compound inter- 
est. A one dollar debt, if it compounds long enough, is 
impossible to repay. 

Now let’s replace compound interest with a fixed an- 
nual fee, or what is sometimes called simple interest. 
If you had borrowed $1 at the time of Christ at 6% 
simple interest, where, by definition, simple interest is 
paid only on the principal borrowed and not on ac- 
crued fees or interest, you would owe 6 cents for each 
year you borrowed the dollar (6% of $1 is 6 cents), for 
a total of $120 (6 cents times 2000 = $120). 


RADICAL DIFFERENCE 


There is a radical difference between simple interest 
and compound interest. Conceptually speaking, most 
people understand that there is something wrong with 
a scenario where someone borrows one dollar and ends 
up owing more than the wealth of the entire world, no 
matter how long ago he borrowed the money. This 
fact alone ought to be sufficient to convince most peo- 
ple of the immorality of compound interest. 

But let’s push compound interest to the extreme 
minimum. If you had borrowed $1 at the time 
of Christ at a mere 1% interest you would still owe 
$439,286,205.10 today. Yet if you borrowed $1 at the 
time of Christ at a 100% annual fee (or 100% simple 
interest), widely considered as high, you would owe 
$1 for each year or a total of $2000. One percent 
compound interest is greater than a 100% annual fee. 
In fact, it is greater than a 20,000% annual fee! And 
most people would agree that a 20,000% annual fee is 
excessive. Therefore, any compounding interest rate is 
usury. If it compounds, it’s immoral. Period. 

In the long run, it is impossible to pay compound 


interest. This is a mathematical fact. Ifthe terms of a 
contract make it impossible for one party to meet one’s 
contractual obligations, then such contracts must be 
immoral, for it cannot be moral to force someone to 
do the impossible. Read that last sentence again. No 
additional moral argument is necessary to prove the 
case. Furthermore, it should not be illegal to fail to do 
the impossible. If failing to do the impossible is both 
moral and should be legal, then it must be moral, and 
it should be legal, to alter debt contracts that contain 
compound interest. 

That ought to be sufficiently convincing, but let’s 
make a conceptual moral argument against compound 
interest that reveals what may justly be charged for 
money lent. The Church has always taught that one 
can charge a fee to compensate for loss because the 
lender has a right to be made whole. So, for example, 
a dairy farmer may be in need of money in a year’s 
time to pay a medical bill on a planned surgery. He 
lends you $10,000 now and says that if you do not 
pay back in a year, he will have to charge you a late 
fee of $1000 for every year you are late. If you are 
late, he will be forced to sell ten dairy cows and lose 
the earnings from his sale of the milk if you don’t pay 
your loan back on time. So he has the right to charge 
you a fee equivalent to the price of the milk that he 
no longer gets from the cows that he was forced to sell 
because you didn’t pay back your loan on time. And if 
that amounts to $1000 per year then he has the right 
to charge you a late fee of $1000/yr. 

But, suppose he charged you compound interest in- 
stead of a late fee. That would mean that you would 
owe more interest in the second late year than the first. 
But the cow produces roughly the same amount of 
milk each year; he has no right to charge you more 
the second year than the first, and even more the third 
year, etc. His loss is the same each year, and so only 
has the right to charge you the same fee each year to 
make him whole. Charging compound Interest is 
charging double or triple or more for the same thing. 
The fact that compound interest is double charging 
is one reason why the Church has always taught that 
lenders should make restitution for the usurious gains 
they have acquired. In fact, all unjust interest and fees 
should be returned to the borrowers who were forced 
to pay them. 


LEGITIMATE FEES 


December 2011 / 31 


s: "S 
Ej 


If earning compound interest is usury and always 
immoral, what can a lender legitimately earn? 

Let’s begin by quoting Pope Benedict XIV in his en- 
cyclical Vix Pervenit, published on November 1, 1745, 
and recall that in that encyclical he is summarizing 
what has been the accepted teaching of the Church on 
usury: 


I. The nature of the sin called usury has its proper 
place and origin in a loan contract. This financial 
contract between consenting parties demands, by 
its very nature, that one return to another only as 
much as he has received. The sin rests on the fact 
that sometimes the creditor desires more than he has 
given. Therefore he contends some gain is owed him 
beyond that which he loaned, but any gain which 
exceeds the amount he gave is illicit and usurious. 


II. One cannot condone the sin of usury by argu- 
ing that the gain is not great or excessive, but rather 
moderate or small; neither can it be condoned by 
arguing that the borrower is rich; nor even by ar- 
guing that the money borrowed is not left idle, but 
is spent usefully, either to increase one’s fortune, to 
purchase new estates, or to engage in business trans- 
actions. The law governing loans consists necessarily 
in the equality of what is given and returned; once 
the equality has been established, whoever demands 
more than that violates the terms of the loan. There- 
fore if one receives interest, he must make restitu- 
tion according to the commutative bond of justice; 
its function in human contracts is to assure equality 
for each one. This law is to be observed in a holy 
manner. If not observed exactly, reparation must be 
made. 


II. By these remarks, however, We do not deny 
that at times together with the loan contract cer- 
tain other titles-which are not at all intrinsic to the 
contract-may run parallel with it. From these other 
titles, entirely just and legitimate reasons arise to de- 
mand something over and above the amount due on 
the contract. Nor is it denied that it is very often 
possible for someone, by means of contracts differ- 
ing entirely from loans, to spend and invest money 
legitimately either to provide oneself with an annual 
income or to engage in legitimate trade and busi- 
ness. From these types of contracts honest gain may 
be made. 


The last few sentences deal with profit, royalties, 
rents, and trade which are alternative ways of invest- 
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ing totally separate from a loan. We will discuss those 
later. It is time now to discuss the “extrinsic titles” 
mentioned in II. 


TRANSACTION COSTS. 


Prior to that encyclical, a great debate occurred deal- 
ing with whether a lender (the montes pietatis back 
then) can charge an origination fee. The Church 
conclusively stated that since there is a cost involved 
in originating a loan, the lender, or lending institu- 
tion, may justly charge a fee to cover the cost of loan 
origination. This cost would include the cost of the 
salaries of employees, the rents on the bank building, 
payments to the power company to provide heat and 
electricity to the building, etc. 

It is an injustice to ask people to work for free. The 
people who work for the lending institution have a 
right to earn a just wage. And the power company’s 
employees also have a right to a just wage, which 
means that the lending institution has an obligation to 
pay its electric bill, and so on. This is why origination 
fees are acceptable. 

It is important to note, however, that an origination 
fee is a one-time fee. It is not interest. It is typically 
taken out of the money given to the borrower. For ex- 
ample, if someone borrows money to buy a house, the 
lending institution often charges a loan origination fee 
of, say, 1.5% of the size of the loan. If the mortgage 
sought is $200,000, the bank will lend $200,000 and 
only give $197,000 after taking out the $3000 origi- 
nation fee. This is morally acceptable, provided that 
the loan origination fee is roughly equal to what the 
actual costs to the lending institution are in making 
such loans. If the origination fees do not cover the 
costs of running the lending institution, then it will 
go out of business because it will not be a sustainable 
venture. 

Making a loan at zero interest and charging only an 
origination fee is just to both the lender and the bor- 
rower provided that there is certainty that the loan will 
be paid back in full. Traditionally, when such loans 
were made, the borrower provided the lender with col- 
lateral that exceeded the size of the loan. If the loan 
was not paid back in full, the collateral could be sold 
by the lender to recoup his money lent. This is what 
occurs in a typical mortgage contract. With the ex- 
ception of the recent housing bubble--which was pre- 
cipitated by government loan guarantees, interest rates 


that were manipulated downward by government pol- 
icy, and banks adopting an insanely easy credit policy 
lending with no money down and then collateralizing 
those loans, getting them stamped AAA by the credit 
agencies, and selling them out the back door to unsus- 
pecting victims -- which burst leaving many borrowers 
with mortgages that exceeded the price of the homes, 
home mortgages are examples of loans that are fully 
collateralized. Banks used to demand a 20% down- 
payment and then lend 80% of the value of the home 
against the full collateral of the home. In those cases, 
there is virtually no risk that the bank will not get paid 
back in full (assuming no manipulation of credit mar- 
kets and that other banks are playing by the same set 
of rules requiring 20% down. Otherwise, easy credit 
increases demand for homes and drives their prices up 
to unsustainable levels.) Consequently, it would be 
immoral for a bank to charge interest or fees in ad- 
dition to an origination fee. Or, more precisely, the 
bank could charge a fee that is a little higher than the 
origination fee because the risk of suffering a loss is 
low but never zero. 

Further, if the bank is forced to foreclose on the 
property due to nonpayment, the bank has the right to 
charge a foreclosure fee to cover its time and expenses 
in selling the property and recovering its money lent. 
Again, the principle is that the lender has the right to 
be made whole, and this includes fair payment for his 
time. So transaction costs can legitimately be charged 
to the borrower. 


FEES TO COVER THE RISK OF LOSS. 
A second kind of fee that the Church found to be 


legitimate was a fee to cover the risk of loss (damnum 
emergens). This was the issue with the Triple Contract. 
Let’s continue with the example of a home mortgage. 
The bank lends you $200,000 for the house, and that 
loan is backed by the collateral of the house. Then, 
the bank goes to an insurance company and obtains 
an insurance policy against any possible loss of the 
$200,000 principal lent on the home. The insurance 
company charges the bank an insurance premium to 
guarantee it against a loss. (Call it a credit default swap 
in modern terminology.) Say that premium is $1000. 
Then, the bank proceeds to charge you a $1000 fee on 
top of the $3000 origination fee in order to guarantee 
that the bank is made whole. This Triple Contract is 
legitimate. The bank’s risk of loss after obtaining the 


insurance contract is zero and so it does not have the 
right to charge you anything beyond that; but it cost 
the bank $1000 to eliminate risk, and so it has the 
right to charge you, the borrower, that fee. Note that 
this is a one-time insurance premium. It is not inter- 
est. 

Of course someone may ask: what if the insurance 
company goes bankrupt? Such is possible in today’s 
world where financial companies take on excessive risk 
and leverage. It happened in 2008. Such would be 
extremely rare in a world without usury. Unless the 
managers of the insurance company are idiots, the 
only circumstances that could bankrupt an insurance 
company would be extreme acts of God like an aster- 
oid hitting the earth. In that case, we will all have 
bigger problems to worry about. Even earthquakes, 
hurricanes, and other more typical natural disasters 
have losses that are somewhat predictable and insur- 
able. And insurance companies can themselves obtain 
reinsurance from insurance companies that have less 
concentrated coverage and more diverse risk. If you 
want to argue for a small fee over and above the price 
of the insurance contract to cover the risk that the in- 
surance company will go bankrupt I think the Church 
may find that acceptable. Such would be so small a 
sum as to be meaningless in practice. And, to be com- 
plete, there is a labor cost involved in obtaining the in- 
surance contract, so the lender has the right to charge 
an origination fee for that too, into which this minute 
fee for the risk of the insurance company going bank- 
rupt can be subsumed. 

There are cases, of course, where a lender is unable 
to obtain insurance against the risk of loss of a par- 
ticular loan. Without an insurance company putting a 
precise price on the risk premium, it is often unknown 
what the precise risk premium would be. The future 
is not knowable, and so there is some uncertainty in 
what should be charged. Nevertheless, statistics can 
be used to determine, on average, what percentage 
of such type of loans to persons or institutions of the 
same risk profile end up not being paid back. Then, 
the lender has the right to charge a fee to cover the 
risk that he won't get paid back. This is to insure that, 
when the lender makes thousands of such loans, he is 
made whole at the end of it all. 

Note again that this is a fee for risk, not interest. If 
the loan was made for one year and after a year the 
loan hasnt yet been repaid, the lender does not have 
the right to tack on an additional fee. The risk premi- 
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um has already been paid. To charge another fee -- or, 
worse, even a fee on the risk premium that hasnt been 
paid (which would be compound interest) -- would be 
to charge twice for the same thing. 

However, the lender does have the right to force the 
borrower (via a court order, for example) to pay him 
back to the extent that the borrower is capable of doing 
so. Garnishing a portion of the wages of the borrower 
is one way in which this can be done. Of course, issues 
of justice need to be considered. Garnishing 100% of 
the wages of the borrower would prevent his from eat- 
ing and that is unjust. What can be morally taken is 
that which is above what the borrower needs for the 
basics of life. If the borrower happens to be living in a 
mansion, that’s his problem. He would need to sell it 
and down size. It would be unjust to leave the lender 
hanging and unable to obtain the money he lent sim- 
ply because the borrower is a profligate spender.A pre- 
mium for the risk of loss can legitimately be charged 
to borrowers provided that there is in fact a risk of loss. 
And, the higher the risk of loss the higher the risk pre- 
mium can be because that is what is required to make 
the lender whole. 


LATE FEES AND RISK FEES 


A lender can charge a late fee if and only if the 
lender itself incurs an actual cost due to the lateness 
of the borrower, and only if the lender has not al- 
ready charged the borrower a risk fee. Suppose you 
need to borrow $200,000 to buy a home. If the bank’s 
$200,000 loan to you is collateralized by your home, 
and is, say, only 50% of the value of the home, there 
is near zero risk that the bank won't get paid back and 
so the bank may choose to lend money to you with- 
out charging a risk premium. But, in the contract, he 
would add a clause that says if you are late in making 
payments that he will charge you the cost he incurs in 
borrowing the money he would otherwise not have to 
borrow had you made your payments to him on time. 
Moreover, the contract would also stipulate that after 
a certain number of months of late payments, he can 
foreclose upon your home, sell it, and recover his loan. 
The foreclosure process itself may take time and he 
has the right to charge you for that time. During that 
time, he may have to borrow yet other funds in order 
to pay certain bills. He may have to pay an origina- 
tion fee on his loans, and maybe a small risk premium 
too. He has the right to charge you those fees so that 
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he is made whole. The origination fees and risk fees 
that he pays are precisely what he can justly charge to 
you for being late, plus any cost, including his time, 
that he incurs in foreclosing on your property if that 
route needs to be taken. These fees are licit because 
the lender has the right to be made whole. 

Note that late fees are really derivative fees. They 
are not, strictly speaking, a different kind of fee but 
really are just transaction fees and risk fees passed on 
from lender to borrower because the lender himself is 
stuck having to himself borrow due to the lateness of 
payments from the one he lent to. If the lender does 
not himself need to borrow money because, say, he has 
other money available, then the lender does not have 
the right to charge a late fee for a hypothetical loan 
and its associated costs that did not in fact take place. 

Late Fees are morally licit only for actual loss to the 
lender, and cannot be charged in cases where the bor- 
rower is already paying a fee for the risk of loss. The 
fee for the risk of loss, by definition, already takes into 
account the possibility of lateness as one of the types of 
losses the lender may incur. Either the lender charg- 
es for the potential for loss -- which is done when he 
charges the borrower a risk fee -- or the lender charges 
for actual loss -- which is done when he charges the 
borrower a late fee. Charging for both the potential 
for loss and then again when the actual loss occurs 
is double charging and would make the lender more 
than whole. In other words, either the lender does not 
charge any fee to the borrower (risk fee that is -- origi- 
nation fees can be charged because the cost of originat- 
ing the loan is a cost that actually has occurred) until 
the lender actually suffers a cost himself for not hav- 
ing those funds available (and then charges precisely 
those actual costs he incurs to obtain a loan), or the 
lender charges a fee in advance for the possibility that 
he may suffer a loss. Either the lender charges the bor- 
rower for his costs as they occur (origination fee at the 
time the loan is made, late fees at the time he incurs a 
loan himself, foreclosure fees when he forecloses, court 
costs if he has to take the borrower to court to recover 
his money lent, etc.) or he charges a fee for the risk 
that he may incur such charges but it is not morally 
licit to charge for both because that would be double 
counting. It would be akin to kicking a man when he 
is down, or to charging compound interest. This is a 
critical point that makes the entire theory consistent. 

There are some loans where there is a chance the bor- 
rower may lose all the money borrowed. For example, 


in a risky business venture. In such cases, the lender 
ought to charge a fee for risk because the borrower will 
be unable to pay a late fee if the venture is not suc- 
cessful. The lender is made whole by making a large 
number of such loans with risk premiums so that, in 
the end, he is made whole. If he does not charge a risk 
premium, then he will only recover the actual loan val- 
ue from those businesses that are successful and he will 
recover nothing from those that go out of business. In 
that case, the lender would not be made whole. This is 
why risk premiums are morally licit. 

In other cases, there may be certainty that the bor- 
rower can pay back but a chance that he may be late 
in paying. For those loans, which are typical when 
the loan is backed by collateral, the lender would have 
a choice of obtaining an insurance contract against 
default, lateness, and associated costs of defaulting 
(and charging the borrower the cost of that insurance 
contract plus an origination fee for making it) or the 
lender can charge no such risk premium and wait until 
lateness or default actually occurs and then charge the 
borrower the actual costs the lender incurs associated 
with lateness and/or default. 

What constitutes the actual cost to the lender? Us- 
ing the example from above with the farmer lending 
money to you and then having need of money himself, 
the farmer has two options: either he can sell 10 cows 
to obtain the money he needs, thereby suffering the 
cost of lost milk, or he can keep his cows and borrow 
money, thereby suffering the cost of a loan origination 
fee and a risk premium. Which can he charge to the 
borrower? If the farmer could borrow money at half 
the cost he would incur if he sold the cows and lost the 
sale of the milk, then he only has the right to charge 
his borrowing costs to the one who borrowed from 
him. If cases like this went to court, the judge should 
rule according to what the minimum cost the farmer 
could have incurred, counting the cost of his own time 
in obtaining such a loan. The farmer does not have 
the right to borrow from a friend at a maximum risk 
premium knowing that he will be passing those costs 
back to the borrower. 

More currently, if you are late in making a payment 
on your house, the bank may have had plans to re- 
lend those funds to someone else. Instead, the bank 
borrows money to make that new loan, and the bank 
has the right to charge you those borrowing costs as a 
late fee. This, of course, is only true if the bank is not 
already charging you a risk fee. Moreover, the bank 


does not have the right to pay maximum premiums 
from those it borrows knowing that it will be passing 
those costs on to you. 

So, when a lender does not charge a risk fee to a 
borrower, the lender has the right to charge late fees 
for the actual costs incurred due to the fact that the 
borrower is late in paying. Nothing but actual costs 
can be passed back as late fees because that is all that is 
required to make the lender whole. 


HEDGING AGAINST INFLATION: FUTURES 
CONTRACTS 


A contract can be written requiring payment in 
kind. For example, suppose gasoline sells for $4/gal. 
Someone lends you $400 and demands 100 gallons of 
gas back in one year. The lender has the right to be 
made whole, and since he can buy 100 gallons of gas 
now for the $400 he is giving you, he has the right to 
demand payment in gasoline. He is refraining from 
buying the gas now because of your loan, so he has the 
right to demand the same amount of gas as he would 
have bought now had he not made the loan to you. 
This is licit. 

If the price of gas rises or falls, its up to the borrower 
to find a way to get it. If gas goes to $2/gallon, it only 
costs the borrower $200 to pay back his loan. But, the 
lender is still made whole because the contract stipu- 
lates that he is to receive 100 gallons of gasoline. Sim- 
ilarly, if gas goes to $10/gallon, the borrower would 
have to pay $1000 for it. That may sound excessive, 
but it is what is required to make the lender whole and 
therefore is legitimate. 

It would be licit for a lender to stipulate that he 
wants the general purchasing power of his money to 
be maintained. So, instead of writing a contract that 
insures he can obtain the same amount of gasoline, 
it could say that he can obtain the same amount of 
a predefined bundle of goods. Assuming for the mo- 
ment that the Consumer Price Index is such a measure 
(it isn’t, but that’s a different issue -- such an index can 
be devised), then it would be licit to write contracts 
that hedge the lender against the risk of inflation. Or, 
more specifically, that hedge against price inflation of 
the particular goods that the lender wants to buy at a 
later date. 

It is important to note that it would be immoral 
for the loan to say: you must pay back either $400 or 
100 gallons of gasoline, whichever is the higher. In 
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that case, the lender would have the potential to profit 
without risk. Similarly, it can’t say that if there is de- 
flation that the lender can demand the same money 
back. No, if there is deflation of, say, 2%, then to be 
made whole the lender only needs to be repaid 98% 
of the dollars that were borrowed. Of course, this is 
in the event that the contract is written as an in-kind 
return. If it is written as a loan of dollars with dol- 
lars demanded in return, then $400 lent would require 
$400 back even if there is deflation. 

Strictly speaking, writing a contract so that it hedges 
against inflation is not a fee. It’s best to view these 
contracts as loans of things other than money: a loan 
of gasoline requires the return of the same amount of 
gasoline; a loan of a bundle of goods requires the re- 
turn of that same bundle of goods; and a loan of mon- 
ey requires the return of the same amount of money 
lent. Seeing it from this point of view it is easy to un- 
derstand that origination fees, other transaction fees, 
and even a fee for risk can be added to contracts writ- 
ten as loans of things other than money. 

So, we conclude that a lender has the right to be 
made whole, and as such, has the right to charge fees 
that cover the transaction costs associated with lending 
and recovering funds lent, as well as either a risk fee 
that covers the risk of loss or a late fee that covers the 
actual cost of late payments. These are fees and not 
interest that compounds. It is simplest to think that 
only a one-time fee for the risk of loss can be charged 
to the borrower; all else just covers costs actually in- 
curred. Any interest or other fees is usury. 


USURY:EXTRINSIC TITLES TAKEN TOO FAR 


Let’s quote again from Vix Pervenit: 


But you must diligently consider this, that some will 
falsely and rashly persuade themselves -- and such 
people can be found anywhere -- that together with 
loan contracts there are other legitimate titles or, ex- 
cepting loan contracts, they might convince them- 
selves that other just contracts exist, for which it is 
permissible to receive a moderate amount of inter- 
est. Should any one think like this, he will oppose 
not only the judgment of the Catholic Church on 
usury, but also common human sense and natural 
reason. 


That quote makes it quite clear that a moderate 
amount of interest is not licit. The term ‘interest’ was 
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used interchangeably with ‘fees’. No moderate fee is 
legitimate either, other than a risk premium, which, 
as we have shown just makes the lender whole and can 
be structured as a separate insurance contract and so is 
technically not even a fee but a price for risk. 


1) WHAT ABOUT CHARGING INTEREST OR 
FEES FOR PRODUCTIVE LOANS? 


Hilaire Belloc made this error, saying that it was licit 
to charge interest for a Productive activity but not for 
an Unproductive one. His error has been multiplied 
in conservative Catholic circles especially amongst 
Distributists. (However, it must be noted that this er- 
ror is not held by all Distributists.) It stands in direct 
opposition to Pope Benedict XIV’s encyclical Vix Per- 
venit as quoted from 3.II above. 

Why was Belloc wrong? First, you cannot tell what 
business will be productive ex-ante, only ex-post. 
Only after the fact can you tell what loans ended up 
being productive and what went south. 

Even the distinction between a consumer loan and a 
producer loan is not a true distinction. Suppose you 
lend $10 for someone to buy food for nourishment, 
that enables him to have the energy to find work. 
And if he finds work, that loan ends up being quite 
productive even though, technically speaking, it was 
a consumer loan. At the same time, many loans are 
to businesses -- which are technically producer loans 
-- that produce products that people are only willing 
to buy for a price that is lower than the cost of pro- 
duction. In other words, these businesses are suffering 
losses. They don’t have the capacity to repay the loans 
even though the loans led directly to goods being pro- 
duced. 

Consequently, it is an error to think interest or fees 
can only be charged on loans made for productive pur- 
poses. Compound interest is always usury; and a risk 
premium may be charged on any loan -- consumer or 
producer -- where there is a risk of not being paid back 
in full. Any fee beyond that is usury. 

If the lender wants to participate in the potential 
profits of the business then he can invest in the com- 
pany in exchange for an ownership stake. Then, he 
will gain and lose along with the other owners of the 
company. ‘That, of course, is always legitimate. 


2) CAN INTEREST BE CHARGED TO COVER FOR 


INFLATION? 


No, interest cannot be charged for anything. But a 
loan contract can be structured as an inflation hedge 
as was shown above. 


3) CAN INTEREST OR FEES BE CHARGED FOR 
OPPORTUNITIES FOREGONE? 


Opportunity Cost (what historically was called /u- 
crum cessans) is the desire to charge interest or fees on 
a loan that are equal to what the lender could have 
earned had he put his money elsewhere. Just because 
you could have earned a 5% rate of return elsewhere 
(say, by buying a rental property and renting it), does 
not mean you can demand 5% here. If the other op- 
portunity looked so good, you should have taken it. 

Lenders do not have the right to force borrowers 
to pay for opportunities forgone that, ex-post, reveal 
to have offered better profits. Ex-ante, they obviously 
didn’t look as good because the lender decided to make 
this loan instead of taking that other opportunity. If 
this higher rate of return were imposed on borrowers 
after their loan contract was made, the lender would 
be profiting without risk at the expense of the bor- 
rower who would be forced to pay more than he previ- 
ously expected without a change of getting out of it. 


4) WHAT ABOUT PURE INTEREST? 


People argue that in a modern economy, you can 
earn a risk free interest (interesse) from government of, 
say, 5%, and therefore are giving that up if you lend to 
someone else. Hence, you have the right to charge 5% 
on other loans. 

This is equivalent to saying that because that power- 
ful government official can freely rape your daughter 
whenever he wants that you should allow this guy over 
here to rape her too. Charging compound interest is 
immoral; the fact that it is legal does not make it licit. 

Furthermore, loans to governments that print their 
own fiat currencies have zero risk of default. The gov- 
ernment can always print more money and pay off 
those debts. Consequently, it is immoral for those 
governments to pay any risk premium on loans. (and, 
of course, no compound interest.) Remember: where 
there is profit without risk, there must be someone else 
suffering loss with absolute certainty. The citizen of 
the government who is borrowing money at interest 


suffers from those contracts. The risk-free aspect of 
the government loans comes from the fact that the 
government can print more money. By paying interest 
the government ends up printing more money than it 
otherwise would if it only had to pay back the loan. 
The citizen’s currency is devalued when this occurs, 
meaning the money he has saved has been reduced in 
its purchasing power as compared to what it would 
have been able to buy had the government not printed 
that extra money. (Government printing money is the 
cause of inflation.) Those who lend to government 
without risk profit at the expense of the citizens who 
suffer certain loss in the value of their currency hold- 
ings. This is immoral. 

Governments that have a fiat currency have no 
right to pay interest on what they borrow. Lenders 
to governments can write their contracts so that they 
are protected against inflation, or a loss in purchasing 
power of their money. They have the right to be made 
whole. But anything beyond that is usury. 

Worse, when governments pay interest they usu- 
ally pay an interest rate that is in excess of the growth 
rate of the economy. The economy grows at 3%/yr 
and government borrows at 5%. ‘That means those 
who lend money to government increase their wealth 
at 5%/yr whereas everyone else only 3%. Since it is 
largely the rich (or foreign governments) who have the 
money to lend, governments paying compound inter- 
est on their loans guarantees the ever increasing con- 
centration of wealth. The wealth of the rich increases 
at 5% whereas the economy grows at only 3%, leaving 
the wealth of the rest of us growing at less than 3% 
and a greater and greater share going to the rich few. 

Furthermore, justice demands that restitution be 
paid by anyone who lent money to governments with 
a fiat currency at interest rates that exceeded the infla- 
tion rate. Whatever that difference is should be re- 
turned to the government. This amounts to roughly 
$6 trillion dollars in excess interest payments that the 
United States Federal Government has paid (largely 
to the rich and foreign governments), as measured in 
2010 inflation adjusted dollars. And, then the govern- 
ment can return that to its citizens from whom it was 
taken in the form of taxation. With 300 million peo- 
ple, that amounts to $20,000 for every man, woman, 
and child, or $80,000 for a family of 4. This would go 
a long way towards rectifying the unjust concentration 
of wealth of capitalist societies. Let us again quote Vix 
Pervenit. 
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In the fourth place We exhort you not to listen to 
those who say that today the issue of usury is pres- 
ent in name only, since gain is almost always ob- 
tained from money given to another. How false is 
this opinion and how far removed from the truth! 


5)WHAT ABOUT CHARGING INTEREST FOR 
TIME? 


The Austrian School of Economics teaches that pure 
interest is charged for time. This is called the Time 
Preference Theory of Interest. The claim is that $1 to- 
day is worth more than $1 in a year. They say that no 
one would forego consumption today unless they were 
offered more next year. Unless interest is offered, the 
theory says, no one would lend money. 

The Time Preference Theory of Interest is wrong. 
Here’s proof: Suppose you earn $100K this year and 
will be retired next year. And, so far, you have no 
money saved up. Would you save your last $10K this 
year even if you didn’t earn interest or fees on it? Of 
course you would. ‘The alternative is that next year 
you starve. The decision to save is a choice between 
spending money on luxuries this year versus spending 
on necessities when you are retired. The decision to 
save is not a choice between your first dollar spent this 
year and your first dollar spent next year. If that were 
the choice, then, yes, you would prefer to spend $1 
this year to next year. You have to stay alive now be- 
fore you can concern yourself with staying alive next 
year. But that isn’t the choice that people make. Ac- 
tual decisions to save occur between the last dollar this 
year and the first dollar saved for retirement. Or, once 
that dollar is saved, the second to last dollar this year 
versus the second dollar saved for retirement. And so 
on. 
The Law of Diminishing Marginal Utility applied 
to money contradicts the Time Preference Theory of 
Interest. When you have little savings, you are willing 
to save money even if you end up with /ess ten years 
from now when you are retired because you will need 
it then more than you need even the greater amount 
now. 

The proper comparison to make is between the risk 
of losing what you have decided to save if you hold 
it at home versus the risk of loss if you deposit it in 
the bank. Even if you earned negative 5% interest you 
would still save it and deposit it in the bank at nega- 
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tive 5% if the odds that a thief would steal it from un- 
der your pillow at home were greater than 5%! Time 
has nothing to do with the decision to save money at 
a lending institution; the risk of loss at home (or in 
other investments) does. This is why, in the past, for- 
eigners deposited money in Swiss bank accounts even 
though they were charged fees to hold their money 
there. Next year, they ended up with less than what 
they have this year and they were happy to keep their 
money there because the alternatives were worse in 
their native countries. 

Any financial planner can tell you that the decision 
he helps his clients make is an asset allocation deci- 
sion -- what percent to invest in stocks, what percent 
in bonds, what percent in gold, etc. It’s never a de- 
cision to spend more now because the interest rate is 
lower than his clients time preference or to save more 
now because the interest rate has gone up to exceed his 
time preference. 

The Time Preference Theory of Interest fails to take 
into account the realities of human life, which include 
retirement. People save because they get old. When 
they are old, they cant work anymore. And so they 
try to save enough now so that they will at least be 
able to purchase the necessities of life when they are 
old. Having the ability to make interest or profits on 
one’s saving is secondary to the fact of saving itself. If 
there are no interest or profits to be made, people will 
still save. In the real world, savings is not about time 
preference. 

It is immoral to charge interest for time because 
money does not automatically grow as time goes on. 
Money is not automatically productive. Aquinas said 
this best. Grass grows and cows produce milk but a 
$100 bill just sits there. It doesn’t produce a baby $10 
at year’s end like a cow producing a calf. Money is by 
itself sterile; it requires the entrepreneurship of human 
action to make it productive. And, in some cases, it 
will end up being unproductive. Money is not guar- 
anteed to be invested in a profitable venture. Some 
venture suffer losses. And, as such, it is immoral to 
charge interest on money. 

If you want your money to grow, invest it. You 
will then have the opportunity for profit, but also the 
risk of loss. Having money earn interest just for time 
would only be valid if all investments were always 
profitable, and, all equally profitable. The real world 
does not work that way. Your money only grows at 
the rate of the particular investment into which it is 


placed. If you invest it in a fund that approximates 
the entire economy, then your money would grow at a 
rate equal to the ratio of total profits to total economy. 
That’s legitimate. But it is not interest for time. Fun- 
damentally, usury is earning interest or fees for time, 
and that is compound interest. 


6) WHAT ABOUT EARNING INTEREST OR FEES 
ON BANK DEPOSITS? 


In the real world, people will deposit money in the 
bank even if they earn no interest or fees, nay even if 
the bank charges them a small fee to hold their money. 
They will simply compare the risk/reward ratio with 
putting their money in the bank with the risk/reward 
ratio of investing it in stocks, with the risk/reward ra- 
tios of other available opportunities they have. Today, 
banks pay close to zero interest, and in many check- 
ing accounts zero, yet, people still keep their money 
at the bank. Banks offer convenience in paying bills 
with checks and online transfers or direct deposits and 
AIM withdrawals world-wide, so there is a distinct 
advantage over leaving the money at home or storing 
it in a safe, or even carrying it in your wallet. 

Furthermore, if bank deposits are FDIC insured 
against losses by a government that has the capacity to 
print its own fiat currency, then there is no risk of loss, 
and, consequently, it would be immoral to earn inter- 
est. Correction: it would always be immoral to earn 
interest; it would even be immoral to earn fees or any 
return on those guaranteed deposits. With a fiat cur- 
rency, the government will simply print new money to 
replace that which was lost. Under a gold standard, 
the government cannot print gold, and so there would 
remain the risk that the government couldn't cover the 
bank losses that it is supposedly guaranteeing. In the 
case of Europe, where the Euro is not a fiat currency of 
any particular nation, their deposits do have a risk of 
loss because, say, Greece, cannot print more Euros to 
cover its bad debts or those of its banks. In that case, 
deposits have a right to earn a portion of the profits of 
the bank because they have the risk of loss. 

Money deposited in a checking account is supposed 
to be there on demand for withdrawal. Theoretical- 
ly, the bank is not supposed to lend that money out. 
Consequently, there is zero risk of loss of funds in a 
checking account whether they are FDIC insured or 
not, and so checking accounts should not earn interest 
or fees. Banks that engage in fractional reserve bank- 


ing do lend out funds in demand deposits, and, in 
those cases, depositors do have a risk of loss. But, due 
to an FDIC guarantee, the depositors have no right to 
earn anything. No risk, no licit reward. 

What about savings accounts, and suppose there was 
no FDIC insurance guaranteeing them against loss? 
Can a bank guarantee a depositor a rate of return? 
This is the most fundamental question to answer on 
the subject of usury and a failure to answer this prop- 
erly renders the entire theory inconsistent. If a bank 
paid depositors a fee, per year, of, say, 2%, then that 
2% fee would be a cost to the bank of making a loan. 
It would then be licit to charge that same rate to any 
borrower, plus origination fees and risk fees. The logic 
would be the same as the legitimacy of charging late 
fees: it would be necessary to make the banker whole. 
But this is totally wrong. It is putting the cart before 
the horse. What gives depositors the right to earn a 
fee from the bank? Just because the bank is willing 
to pay it? The banker is only willing to pay it because 
he wants you to deposit your funds with him and not 
some other bank so that he can earn higher fees him- 
self by managing more money. But this falls under the 
modern moral fallacy that agreement defines the good. 
Or, that just because someone agrees to do something 
and wasn't forced by anyone else to do so that it must 
be OK to do. 

Let’s look at it this way: If you got together with 
your family and friends and each put $100 into a 
bucket, would you have the right to take interest from 
that bucket? Of course not. The money is just sitting 
there. It will not increase by itself. 

A bank is just a bucket where depositors pool their 
funds. Depositors do not lend their money to the 
bank; they deposit it in the bank for safekeeping. It 
is akin to pooling your money in a bucket with your 
family and friends. That money does not grow; it just 
sits there. It only grows if it is invested profitably. And 
in that case there is also the risk of loss. Consequently 
it would be immoral to guarantee interest or even fees 
to depositors. 

Then, the question becomes: why would anyone put 
money in a savings account? Because they could still 
earn money; it simply cannot be a guaranteed fixed 
rate of return. 

A bank is an instrument through which depositors 
can pool their funds to diversify risk. If you have 
$2000 you can either make one private investment 
and hope it succeeds, or you can deposit that $2000 
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into a bank where millions of other people have also 
deposited their money. Then, the bank can make tens 
of thousands of loans and investments and you get to 
participate in a very small way in the profits (or losses) 
of each of them. The usefulness of investing at a bank 
is not to receive a fixed rate of return; rather, it is to 
diversify risk to insure against high losses. And, yes, 
to earn some return, but it morally cannot be a pre- 
defined rate. 

Technically, in a non-usurious bank that does not 
pay a fixed rate of return, these accounts should be 
called mutual investment accounts and not savings ac- 
counts. Let’s see how these would work. 

First, it is licit for the bank to make investments 
other than loans, such as would be the case if the bank 
bought a piece of property and rented it out. The 
bank could also invest in royalties. These investments 
could legitimately earn profits. And the bankers could 
offer depositors a portion of those profits; after all, it 
is the depositor’s money that is enabling the bankers 
to make these investments in the first place. It is only 
fair that they share those profits with the depositors. 
This is precisely how a hedge fund operates. I pay 
the depositors 80% of the profits that my fund earns 
and keep 20% for my services of investing the funds. 
Of course, there is a high risk of loss in certain hedge 
fund investments. Rents and royalties tend to be fairly 
steady, and so, in normal times, a depositor could ex- 
pect some return from a bank that invests in them. 

Second, let’s look at two loan types that constitute a 
large percentage of the loans that banks actually make: 
to farms and to homeowners. 

Farmers need to borrow money to plant crops, and 
then are able to pay those loans back at harvest time. 
It is morally licit for banks to lend money in exchange 
for a percentage of the output, or a fixed amount of 
the output (like a fixed number of bushels of corn) and 
then the bank can sell forward that output in the fu- 
tures market. The bank can legitimately earn the dif- 
ference between the money it is lending and the value 
of the corn/output it sells in the futures market. This 
is not usury because the banker is taking on a risk that 
the crop may fail and that he may have to go back in 
the futures market and buy back, at a premium, what 
he sold. With sufficient diversification of crops and 
geography, the banker can make a decent return. And, 
pass that return on to his depositors. But this is not 
a guaranteed fixed rate of return. What the deposi- 
tors earn is derived from what the bank earns. The 
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depositors earnings are NOT the cost of money that 
the bank then charges to its borrowers. 

Although we previously established the fact that a 
mortgage with a significant percentage down (like 
20% or more) in a world without usury (which means 
a world without leverage) ought not have only a neg- 
ligible risk fee attached to it because the risk of loss is 
near zero, a bank can structure a real estate contract in 
a manner that gives it a rental type of return. Here’s 
how it would work: The bank and the customer form 
a limited partnership where that partnership buys the 
home. The customer puts in, say, 20% and the bank 
80%, so the bank starts off with an 80% ownership 
stake in the partnership. Then the customer moves 
into the home and pays the partnership a monthly rent 
to use the property. To begin with, 20% of this rent 
effectively goes back into the customer’s own pocket 
since he owns 20% of the partnership. He then uses 
that 20% to buy portions of the partnership from the 
bank. Over time, the customer ends up owning the 
whole partnership, and hence, the whole house. This 
would provide a steady income to the bank, and hence 
to its depositors. Since there is a risk that the custom- 
er may not be able to make the rent payments, deposi- 
tors cannot be guaranteed a rate of return. 

Banks can use depositors funds for a number of 
other investments. A bank could also use depositor’s 
money to invest in stocks but this is best called a bro- 
kerage account or a mutual fund. Further, nothing 
prevents a bank from setting up special investment 
accounts that select clients participate in where those 
funds are invested in early stage ventures for potential 
large gains. That would be a longer duration savings 
account with a higher potential return, but, again, no 
guarantee. 

Finally, a bank can make loans with risk premi- 
ums that, in total, exceed the total losses involved. It 
can cut the same deal with its depositors: the bank- 
er keeps 20% of any excess and pays the depositors 
80%. Now this can open up a can of worms. If the 
bank is charging a just risk premium, then when the 
bank lends money out it only charges risk premiums 
that cover the potential loss, plus origination fees and 
other transaction fees that cover the cost of salaries, 
rent and other overhead. The bank will not have any 
money left over to pay interest or fees to its depositors. 
Where is that interest going to come from? Only if 
the bank charges a risk premium over and above the 
true risk of a loan will it end up with extra money to 


pay fees to its depositors. In other words, it appears 
that only if the bank is engaging in usury could depos- 
itors earn any fees on the funds deposited in savings 
accounts that are used strictly for loans. Neverthe- 
less, the actual risk of a loan is not often known in ad- 
vance. Consequently, borrowers would shop around 
to different banks and see which would charge them 
the lowest risk premium. This competition ought to 
drive the risk premiums down to something close to 
actual risk ratios (as seen ex-post). Being conservative, 
there is likely to be a little cushion that they can pass 
on to their depositors. I would hesitate to call this 
usury. (Technically, since it is not time dependent it 
isn't usury. If the risk premiums are excessive it would 
be a violation of the just price for risk.) In any case, 
such risk premiums do not compound. All this gener- 
ally applies to consumer loans and small business loans 
that are not collateralized. 


6B) LIMIT ON RISK FEES 


An astute reader would now be thinking that com- 
petition exists between banks today yet they still earn 
interest premiums in excess of the risk of loss and that 
that is likely to continue under a banking system that 
charges risk fees instead of compound interest. If 
banks cannot charge compound interest they would 
instead charge higher risk premiums to compensate 
for that. What about payday loans that have an effec- 
tive interest rate of 500% or more? Since actual risk of 
loss isn’t known in advance, what prevents the banks 
from charging exorbitantly high risk premiums? So, 
one could conclude that, in the end, banking would 
amount to roughly the same as if it charged compound 
interest. 

This isn’t the case for a few reasons. First, in a world 
with usury laws, risk premiums need to be based on 
actual risk profiles not on how high of a premium a 
bank can get away with. Risk profiles can be estimat- 
ed through the use of statistical modeling. Ifa cus- 
tomer could point out that the risk premiums that he 
was charged were excessive, as viewed ex-ante from the 
point of view of those models, he ought to be able to 
take that to court and get those premiums reduced. 

Second, even if there were no such restitution laws 
against excessive risk premiums, risk premiums are 
one-time fees and so they could never be so high as 
to compensate for the loss of compounding over time. 
Today, in a system of usury, consumers with credit 


card debt often pay compound interest for years and 
years. And those who have lost a job end up deeper 
and deeper under water over time. Time is against 
them. It’s like having a meter that you have to pay 
every time you get up in the morning and if you don’t 
have the money you have to work all day to pay it. 
That’s the rat race. Such would not be the case in a 
world with a one-time risk premium. 

Third, in a world without usury, and with fiat cur- 
rencies, governments would be borrowing with no risk 
premium. Banks couldn't earn risk free returns like 
they do now. 

Finally, there is a moral limit on the size of the risk 
premium. The maximum fee is equal to the size of the 
loan. Exodus 22 says a thief, if caught, must pay back 
double to his victim. Double. Why double? Because 
it is the Golden Rule: Do unto others as you would 
have them do unto you. ‘The thief stole $1000 from 
his victim, so he must have wanted the victim to take 
$1000 from him. So, he must give back the $1000 he 
stole plus another $1000. Thars the Golden Rule. 

It is a self-evident truth that a borrower should not 
be treated worse than a thief. In the worst case, the bor- 
rower is lying and does not intend to pay back what he 
is borrowing, so in the worst case he is a thief. There- 
fore, in the worst case, a borrower should be treated 
as a thief and owe twice what he borrowed. Any risk 
premium in excess of the loan size is a violation of the 
Just Price. 

If a loan is so risky that more than half such loans 
fail, the bank ought to invest in the venture instead and 
reap the potential large upside if it succeeds. That’s a 
simple alternative to making an extremely risky loan. 


7)WHAT ABOUT CHARGING INTEREST EQUAL 
TO THE GROWTH RATE OF THE ECONOMY? 


If the economy grows at 3%, so the argument goes, 
then borrowers have the ability to pay 3% interest on 
the money they borrow because, on average, their busi- 
nesses will be growing at 3%. This argument is an at- 
tempt at justifying moderate amounts of interest, and 
it is an attempt at undermining the first point made 
above about how compound interest can lead to ow- 
ing more money than there is in the whole world. For 
if the economy is growing at 6%, then $1 would grow 
to $4.09x10450 after 2000 years and so that amount 
of money could be paid back. 


This sounds nice in the abstract, but history reveals 
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that economies do not grow at 6%/yr for 2000 years. 
Could an economy grow at more than 6% for one 
year? Sure. Ten years? China just did. But what hap- 
pens when the economy slows to less than 6%? Who 
is going to be in command that says that the interest 
rate must now also drop to the new growth rate? And, 
if the economy goes into a recession with, say negative 
2% growth, are lenders going to be willing to take a 
loss of 2% on all their loans that year? In reality, they 
will pull their money out of the banks as fast as pos- 
sible as soon as they even think that a new law will be 
passed cutting the value of their deposits by 2%. 

It sounds good in theory, but it would be impos- 
sible to implement such a policy in reality. In reality 
this is just an attempt at justifying the concentration 
of wealth. What would end up happening if an inter- 
est rate equal to the growth rate of the economy were 
adopted as law is that the interest rate would never go 
negative and that alone would be sufficient to insure 
the ever increasing concentration of wealth. 

The problem with this justification of compound 
interest runs even deeper. It suffers from the grand 
fallacy of attempting to apply abstract principles as 
sweeping moral equations to a wide variety of specific 
realities. Who gets to define what the limits of the 
economy are? Is it the economy of the United States? 
Why not the economy of the whole world? Or maybe 
only that of Ohio? Or, maybe just the economy of 
this guy’s particular business? If his particular business 
is growing at negative 10%, maybe he can turn around 
and justify paying negative 10% interest on the mon- 
ey he borrowed. What geographic or legal cut off are 
we going to use to determine the actual growth rate 
and what justification can be made for that particular 
jurisdiction and not another? There is no such justi- 
fication. And any attempt in this direction requires 
the creation of an economic Czar with the power to 
make this decision at his own discretion. Talk about 
big government. Where does the justification come 
from that a business suffering losses must have its debt 
compound at 3% each year until that business owner 
is completely wiped out and all his assets owned by the 
bank? What does the fact that the overall economy 
is growing at 3% have to do with his particular busi- 
ness? How does it help him? To use the growth rate 
of the US economy as something relevant to a particu- 
lar business and his loan is asinine. 

In reality, particular loans are made to particular 
borrowers with particular risk profiles. Some of those 
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loans pay off; others are bad investments. And, the 
question is: what happens when a particular borrow- 
er cannot pay back its loan? Does the bank have the 
right to compound the size of its loan or should it be 
stuck seeking to obtain what it lent plus a fixed risk 
premium it charged and no more? Which is a moral 
contract? 

Remember: a contract that contains an adversarial 
relationship built into it violates the Principle of Soli- 
darity. It is incompatible with the command to love 
your neighbor as yourself and therefore is immoral and 
should be illegal. A loan contract where the lender 
can compound interest until he has taken everything 
that the borrower has is incompatible with the Prin- 
ciple of Solidarity. It is the knowledge of this fact that 
has led modern economies to adopt bankruptcy laws. 
Those laws limit what the lender can take, leaving the 
borrower with the bare necessities of life but not com- 
pletely destitute. 

But bankruptcy laws are largely necessary because 
of compound interest. Without compounding, the 
vast majority of loans would be paid back eventually. 
Just not with interest. Bankruptcy courts would fo- 
cus more on determining the maximum size of pay- 
ments that the borrower can make while still keeping 
his business afloat rather than on how to liquidate his 
business and partition it up amongst his creditors. 

When two parties participate in a business togeth- 
er it is reasonable to assume that they ought to make 
money together or suffer losses together. Compound 
interest enables the bank to profit when the business is 
losing. Worse, it may profit all the more the more the 
business suffers because the loan gets to compound 
over a longer period of time as the business owner 
attempts to pull off a miracle. In the end, the bank 
takes over the business, sells of the assets and keeps its 
loan plus compound interest. The owner gets what 
remains, if anything. If the company began with a lot 
of assets, the bank could earn a tidy profit while the 
owner ends up destitute. That violates Solidarity and 
is immoral. 

Let’s compare that to a scenario where the bank 
charges a flat risk premium instead of compound in- 
terest. If the bank just charged a flat risk fee, then time 
would be on the side of the business owner. His debt 
to the bank would be fixed. It would not grow over 
time. The owner would have the chance of restructur- 
ing his business so that he once again earns profits and 
then can pay off that debt over time. The interest of 


the owner and the bank are far more aligned under 
this scenario: if the bank does not get paid back it is 
because the owner lost it all too. If the bank gets paid 
back, it means the owner still has a business. This is 
to be contrasted with the possibility under compound 
interest where the bank gets paid back its loan plus 
interest and the owner ends up with nothing. 


INVESTMENT STRATEGIES: WHAT IS MORAL? 


For completeness, this article will now investigate 
alternative investment strategies. Investments can be 
categorized in five broad categories: equities for profit, 
royalties for revenue, capital goods for rent, products 
for sale, and loans for fees. Weve covered loans. Now 
let’s look at the others. 


1) OWNERSHIP AND PROFIT SHARING. 


Investing directly in a company in exchange for an 
ownership stake gives the investor a share in the prof- 
its of the company. ‘The interests of the investor are 
aligned with the interests of the founder/entrepreneur 
because they both earn profits or suffer losses together. 
There is solidarity between them. Profit sharing has 
always been considered moral. Buying stock in the 
open market is buying the ownership in a company 
from someone who originally invested directly in the 
company. This too is completely legitimate. 


2) ROYALTIES. 


Investing money in a company in exchange for 
a percentage of sales revenue, or a percentage of the 
product produced, is called a royalty investment. 
(Sales is top line, before the cost of inputs including 
salaries and rents, etc.; profits is after all costs.). Both 
the investor and the owner benefit together when sales 
are increased and suffer together when sales fall. There 
is solidarity; no adversarial relationship. So royalty in- 
vestments are moral. If the royalty is too high leaving 
the owner with no profits, the royalty holder has the 
incentive to lower his royalty. If the owner goes out of 
business, his royalty with be x% of nothing which is 
nothing. Better to have a smaller percentage of some- 
thing. 

Typically, royalty investments are made in natural 
resource industries like oil. The investor will pay for 
the cost of drilling a well in exchange for, say, 50% of 


the output of the well. The company owns the min- 
eral rights, has done seismic testing, and has chosen 
the location of the well and will incur all the costs of 
operating the well. If the well is dry, the royalty is 
zero. If the well is productive, then it usually produces 
at a rate far in excess of its maintenance costs and so 
the issue of having a royalty that is too high is moot. 
There will be plenty of profits for the company too. 

Note here that a royalty interest does not give the 
royalty owner an interest in the business or any of its 
assets, just a percentage of sales. If a company is in 
need of a piece of equipment in order to produce its 
product, an alternative to a royalty investment could 
be for the investor to buy the piece of capital and then 
rent that capital to the company. 


3) RENTS. 


Renting is selling the use of something that does not 
disappear upon use. You can’t rent a bottle of wine 
or food; they are consumed upon use. ‘There is noth- 
ing to return. Unless you are renting a vintage bottle 
of wine to someone just so he can show it off with- 
out consuming it and then return it. In that case it 
will not be used. Money cannot be rented because it 
is consumed upon use. After it is spent the ‘renter’ 
does not have it to give back anymore. Money can be 
bought or sold (exchanged for other goods) but it can- 
not be rented. Charging interest on money is renting 
it. This is another explanation of why it is immoral. 

But you can rent a house. Or a car, a tractor, a com- 
puter, movies on tape or streamed over the internet, 
or gas lines into your home (rented to homeowners by 
the local gas company -- the gas is sold; the method of 
delivery is rented), etc. None of these are consumed 
upon use. They may be damaged upon use or require 
some maintenance. Those potential costs are a risk to 
the renter and reduce his profits or even may lead to 
losses. 

Although the interests of the renter are not as aligned 
with those of the landlord as clearly as the interests of 
equity or royalty investors are aligned with company 
owners, neither are they necessarily opposed. It is more 
akin to the interests of a buyer and a seller of a prod- 
uct. Their interests are not aligned, but the exchange 
is mutually beneficial. You buy an apple because you 
prefer the apple to the money you paid for it, and the 
store owner sells you the apple because he prefers the 
money to the apple. The alternative for you is to grow 
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your own apples and that is too consuming of time 
and money. Similarly, you prefer to rent a home (or a 
car, or whatever) than own it because you don’t want 
the hassle of caring and maintaining a house. The ho- 
meowner, like the apple orchard owner, are in the busi- 
ness of providing products for those in need. There is 
nothing inherently wrong with this -- there is nothing 
inherently adversarial about the relationship. 

However, the rent of a product could violate the Just 
Price if it is too high. So could the sale of an apple. 
A discussion of the Just Price is beyond the scope of 
this article. Suffice it to say that it only applies to ne- 
cessities of life, not luxuries, because justice deals with 
needs not wants. And the Just Price is directly related 
to the Just Wage. If wages double, prices can double. 
If wages are flat and rental rates for housing continue 
to rise, at some point people wont be able to afford to 
live anyplace but on the street. That is unjust, and the 
injustice in this example would be rooted in the unjust 
rental rate. So, the price at which a product is rented 
could be unjust, but the nature of a rental contract is 
not unjust. 

Furthermore, an Unjust Price is not Usury. Rape is 
wrong but it is not murder. It is important not to con- 
flate concepts. Just because something is wrong with 
the way someone is handling money does not make it 
all usury. Usury deals specifically with the charging of 
interest or fees on loans. Calling rape murder reduces 
understanding of what is really going on. It is impor- 
tant to have a different word for each distinct concept. 
Rape is rape and murder is murder. Similarly, an un- 
just price is an unjust price; it is not usury. 


4) PRODUCTS. 


When you buy something with the intent on resell- 
ing it for more, you are trading (or investing) in prod- 
ucts. This is done by any merchant who buys products 
from one place and sells them to someone else some- 
where else for more. Since there is a cost in transport- 
ing goods from one location to another, and a risk of 
loss or spoilage during transportation and storage pri- 
or to sale, the merchant has the right to earn a profit. 
He has the right to buy at a low price and sell at a 
higher price because he is taking a risk that he won't 
be able to sell the product at all. Similarly, a manu- 
facturer has the right to sell its products at prices that 
exceed its costs because it is also taking the risk that it 
may end up producing products that nobody wants or 
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that people are only willing to pay less than they cost 
to produce. Where there is a risk of loss, a legitimate 
profit may be gained. 

The buying and selling of any commodity or prod- 
uct is legitimate provided that one does not corner the 
market on a necessity and thereby drive its price above 
a just price. 

Moreover, one has the right to hoard now in order 
to insure supply when one needs it in a few years. You 
are not forced -- either as a business or a family -- to 
engage in just-in-time inventory practices. Stock- 
ing up on inventory is not immoral. In many cases, 
where supply chains may be at risk, it is good business 
practice. Hoarding is identical to inventory stocking. 
So, it is entirely just for a family to stock up on years 
worth of food supply to be prepared in the event that 
crops fail. The fact that there may not be enough for 
everyone in the world to stock up to the same extent 
does not make it immoral for you to do so. There may 
never be a failed crop and you may have wasted your 
money. You are taking that risk, and so have the right 
to feed your family during the famine at today’s food 
prices if a famine ever does occur. 

Buying products on an exchange -- like commodities 
on the futures exchange -- is also legitimate. Farm- 
ers have the right to hedge their price risk by selling 
at planting time what they intend on producing and 
delivering at harvest time. And, food processing com- 
panies have the right to hedge price fluctuations by 
buying now what they will receive in the future. The 
same holds true for producers of oil, gas, gold, and any 
other commodity. There is nothing inherently wrong 
with a futures market, or its derivatives for that matter 
(options on futures). 

Speculation and price gouging are morally distinct 
from typical market exchanges, and even hoarding 
for consumption. It is beyond the scope of this ar- 
ticle to discuss them, but suffice it to say that there are 
cases where the price at which a product is exchanged 
violates the Just Price. And this can happen both at 
the local mom and pop shop as well as on the futures 
exchange, depending on the situation. The price at 
which a product is bought or sold could be unjust, but 
the nature of a free market contract is most certainly 
not unjust. Perhaps I will write about the Just Price at 
a later time. 


CIVILTA, CONTINUED FROM P. 27 


proved by science, since they base their conclusions on unob- 
served phenomena. The Bible, therefore, has not been disproved, 
and so, all schools teaching Einstein, Galileo or Darwin are under- 
mining God’s infallible words with unproved teachings. It is by this 
rebelling against God that Christians have become prone to the Jew- 
ish degenerate doctrines and thus have been punished by God by the 
Jewish plague. God will end this perfidy, as He did in Germany, in 
His good time unless they repent. 

Let us pray, dear reader, that this translation of the 1890 Civiltà 


3-part series helps them along the path of true reform. 


ORIGINAL NOTES 


1 Here, a list of the main works, published, in the past few years, 
especially in France: La France 

juive [Jewish France], 2 vols; La fin d'un monde [The End of a 
World]; La dernière bataille [The Last 

Battle], by Edouard Drumont, Marpon and Denta, Paris; Le juif 
[The Jew], by G. des Mousseaux, 

Watelier; Etudes historiques [Historical Studies], by Van der Hae- 
ghen, Palmé; Lentrée des Israélites 

dans la société francaise [The Entry of the Israelites into French 
Society], Lecoffre; Les juifs nos maitres [The Jews, Our Masters], by 
Abbé Chabautey; Rome et les juifs [Rome and the Jews], by Lémann; 
La question juive [The Jewish Question], by Rev. Fr. Ratisbonne, 
Douniol; Les juifs, rois de l'époque [The Jews, Kings of the Epoch], 
by Toussenel, 2 volumes, Marpon; La France west pas juive [France Is 
Not Jewish], by Reynaud, Marpon; Le juif [The Jew], by Kraszewki, 
Dentu; Pauvre Moschko [Poor Moschko], by Franzos, Floro; X sangue 
christiano nei riti ebraici della moderna Sinagoga [Christian Blood 
in the Hebraic Rites of the Modern Synagogue], Prato, Toscana, 
Giachetti & Co.; La juiverie [Jewry], by G. de Pascal, Blériot; La 
piaga ebrea [The Hebraic Plague], by Dr. Giov. De Stampa, Treviso; 
Le juif, voila l'ennemi [The Jew: Here’s the Enemy], by Martinez, 
Savine; La preponderance juive [The Jewish Preponderance], by Abbé 
Joseph Lémann, Lecoffre; La politique israélite [Israelite Politics], 
by Kimon, Savine; Socialismo, discussioni [Socialism: Discussions], 
by Dr. Don Sebastiano Nicotra, Rome, Tip. Della Pace; La Haute 
Banque et les Révolutions [The High Finance and the Revolutions], 
by Auguste Chirac, Savine; La Russie juive [Jewish Russia], by Kalixt 
Wolski, Savine; L’Algérie juive [Jewish Algeria], by Georges Meynié, 
Savine; Le mystère du sang chez les juifs [The Mystery of Blood 
Among the Jews], by Desportes, Savine. We would like to suggest 
to that Italian writer who wishes to render a great service to Italy 
that he choose, among these and other similar ones, the above men- 
tioned fine volume of Dr. Martinez Le Juif voilà l'ennemi, appel aux 
catholiques [The Jew: Heres the Enemy. An Appeal to Catholics], 


for it contains the essence of what the most recent and most famous 


authors set forth, and it argues with rare logic and doctrine. If it is 
amplified with notes that are useful for Italy, we are convinced that 
it will have a wide circulation and will be a very great help in open- 
ing the eyes for the revolution that is undermining, subverting and 
perturbing our unfortunate peninsula. Thus we urge that this brave 
Italian stand up and courageously set out on the sacred work. Fiat 
lux! [Let there be light!] 

2 I Thess. 2:15. 

3 Rélation des affaires de Syrie [Report of the Affairs of Syria], 
Paris, 1846. 

4 L'Église et la Synagogue [The Church and the Synagogue], pages 
18, 19. 

5 Treatise, Bava Metzia, fol. 114.1 6 Treatise, Berakhoth, fol. 88. 
1. 

7 Treatise, Salkutre-Ubeni, fol. 10, 3. 

8 Treatise, Rosh-Hashanah, fol. 25, ff. 

9 Treatise, Bava Kama, fol. 29, 50 and Treatise, Sanhedrin, fol. 
76, 5. 

10 In his treatise On robbery and lost things, cap. IX, art. 3, 4. 

11 Fundamentals of the Faith, Part III, chapter 25. 

12 Philosophical Dissertations, p. 11. 

13 Shulcan Arukh, Choshen Mishpat. F. 348, n. I jore dcdss. 159 
n. i. 

14 See Revue des deux mondes [Journal of Two Worlds], June 1, 
1869. 

15 Les Juifs [The Jews]. 

16 La Question juive [The Jewish Question]. 

17 Rome et les juifs [Rome and the Jews]. 

18 Les juifs [The Jews], page 9. 

19 La Question juive [The Jewish Question], page 9. 

20 Socialismo, discussioni (Socialism: Discussions], page 339-340. 

21 See Le Contemporain [The Contemporary], July 1, 1881 

22 Jüdische Presse [Jewish Press], August 8, 1887. 

23 Questione sociale [The social question]. 

24 La piaga ebrea [The Hebraic Plague], page 17. 

25 Revue des questions historiques [Review of Historical Ques- 
tions], April 1, 1882. 

26 Le juif, voila l'ennemi [The Jew, Here’s the Enemy], 1 volume, 
Paris, Albert Savine, rue des Pyramides 12. 

27 Interessante Enthiillungen der Freimaurerei [Interesting Rev- 
elations of Freemasonry], Vienna and Würzburg 1888. 

28 See L'Univers [“The Universe”], Paris, August 5, 1890. 

29 Matthew 27:20. 

30 Rome et les Juifs [Rome and the Jews] 

31 Isaias 59:23. — We have just learned that the Italian translation 
of Martinez book, The Jew, 

Heres the Enemy, with annotations for Italy, is already in press and 


may soon be published. 
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REVIEWS 


Wondering about the 
Wandering Who 


GILAD ATZMON, THE WANDERING WHO 


Gilad Atzmon is larger than life; 
no delicate and sensitive artistic 
soul, he is rather a living volcano, 
a titan with a Rabelaisian sense of 
humor and enough energy to pow- 
er a city. Nights, you will find him 
entertaining his fans in every corner 
of the globe with his masterful sax- 
ophone playing: tonight in Mexico 
City, tomorrow night in Sheffield. 
His days are spent producing a vast 
quantity of writing and blogging, 
sending out at least two letters a 
day to his many readers. His previ- 
ous book, My One and Only Love, 
is a very funny novel with more 
than a touch of the macabre and 
grotesque. It features a roving Is- 
raeli orchestra smuggling Nazis in 
double bass cases. It also contains 
kosher pigs, sexy spies, smelly un- 
derwear, casual killings, and a row 
of Israeli national leaders, all with 
their trousers down. 

The best writings of Gilad Atz- 
mon firmly belong to the realm of 
Israeli literature. His preference for 
writing in English attennuates his 
essentially Israeli character, just as 
Beckett remained a British writer 
while writing in French. His merci- 
less goading of tender Jewish senti- 
ments recalls the much-loved Israe- 
li playwright, Hanoch Levin; this 
explains why Atzmon is enjoyed 
more by his country-mates than by 
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Diaspora Jews. His newest book, 
The Wandering Who?, is a collection 
of essays that revolve around Jew- 
ish-identity politics. This subject 
(“what does it mean to be a Jew”) 
holds much fascination to people 
of Jewish origin. Many contempo- 
rary Jewish writers indulge in this 
sort of reflection, usually slipping 
into woe and whine mixed with 
self-adoration, and coated over 
with treacle and romanticism. 
Being no delicate flower (see 
above), Atzmon delivers robust 
and forceful opinions with both 
hands. He regains some of the lost 
honesty once expressed by free 
thinkers and Zionists of the fin-de- 
siècle. Early Zionists from Nordau 
to Herzl provided some very frank 
and critical assessments of Jewish 
society. Yet even more critical was 
Otto Weininger (1880 — 1903), the 
tragic Viennese writer who dared 
to connect sex and Jews in his great 
bestseller Sex and Character: he fol- 
lowed up his success by committing 
suicide at the age of 23. Weininger 
has long been forgotten in Europe, 
and yet he holds a fascination for 
Israelis. A play by prominent Israeli 
playwright Joshua Sobol, Wéein- 
inger’s Night (subtitled “The Soul 
of a Jew”) was a great hit in 1983; 
it was responsible for opening up 
Israeli theatre to the world. It was 


the first Israeli play ever staged in 
Moscow's MXAT theatre (in 1990), 
directed by talented Gedalia Bess- 
er. 

Atzmon has a loving and thought- 
ful essay about him. He provides 
some valuable insights. He turns 
Weiningers “I dislike what I am” 
into “J dislike what I do”. Atzmon 
sees Weininger’s suicide as an im- 
petuous reaction against his wom- 
anly/Jewish side. Atzmon sympa- 
thizes with Weininger’s feeling that 
“Jewishness” is somewhat similar 
to “queerness”, and this provides 
a key to the book’s understand- 
ing. Jewish-identity musings, like 
gender-identity discussions, tend 
to fluctuate between the vulgar 
and the brazen; both can seem 
boring and repetitious unless the 
reader is directly involved, and 
perhaps even then. 

The first essay of the collec- 
tion has the freshness and sincer- 
ity of true testimony. The story of 
a young man trying to break free 
from his fiercely nationalist non- 
religious Jewish family background 
is akin to any man’s escape from 
stifling gender politics. Imagine 
a virile young man conceived in 
vitro and brought up by a sorority 
of lesbian activists, who has finally 
come of age and broken out into a 
rich and satisfying world of natural 
love. Clearly one might expect and 
forgive such a young man his un- 
flattering depictions of “dykes” and 
“butches”, but such transgressions 
could never be forgiven by the 
sanctimonious gay activists and PC 
wardens who decide for us what is 
permissible and what is not. 

This in fact has happened with 
Atzmon’s book: it has generated a 
significant amount of heated con- 
troversy. This kind of publicity is 
never bad for book sales. As for the 
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author, he is no shrinking violet 
and quite up to the task; in fact, he 
is a pugnacious fellow, able to de- 
fend himself and always ready for a 
good brawl. Many of Atzmon’s crit- 
ics seem to think that when we talk 
about Jews we must speak as we do 
about the dead: say something nice, 
or dont say anything at all. And yet 
who should critique the activities 
and attitudes of the dead but the 
living? Banning all outsiders from 
the debate is a recipe for insipidity. 

And yet, Atzmon is no outsider. 
An (ex-) Israeli, he has some first- 
hand knowledge, and he intro- 
duces us to a long obscured side 
of Jewishness, just as Jean Genet 
once reminded us about the back- 
side of queerness. In Genet’s ouevre 
we see the gender-confused men 
who are not saintly martyrs on 
their way to Auschwitz, but brutal 
criminals who kill and betray their 
friends in the hellish darkness of a 
jail. Though art is perhaps a better 
mode for such delivery. 

One of his problems is that the 
Jewish subject is over-explored, 
and one treads on the footsteps of 
predecessors, even if one does not 
give them credit. The most inter- 


esting essay in the book contains 
Atzmon’s reflections on an essay 
by Milton Friedman. Friedman 
was curious as to why so many 
Jews had abandoned their histori- 
cally Left-leaning socialist ways. 
To avoid the conclusion that Jews 
used to love Justice and Mercy, and 
now they have traded it for Power, 
Friedman instead posits that Jews 
are most naturally creatures of the 
Right. Friedman declares that while 


cepted them as they were. It was 
only after the Right was separated 
from the Church that Jews began 
to stream back into right-wing 
movements, and they ended up 
wholeheartedly embracing capital- 
ism of the most brutal kind. This 
is a valuable observation, some- 
thing that has yet to be learned 
by leftist philosemites like 

, and by the Christian Right. 
The mass participation of Jews in 
a movement has a price, and this 
price is the rejection of the Chris- 
tian Church. 

Atzmon rejects Friedman’s con- 
clusions: he would rather walk us 
through all the hypocrisies of the 
Jewish Left, as though a change in 
leadership would solve the prob- 
lem. This attitude is very common 
among educated Israelis who have 
lived through the great betrayal of 
humanism by the left-wing parties, 
climaxing with labour leader Ehud 
Barak carrying water for Sharon 
and Netanyahu. Since the destruc- 
tion of the Israeli Left can be di- 
rectly attributed to these “traitors 


The story of a young man trying to break free from his 
fiercely nationalist non-religious Jewish family back- 


ground is akin to any man’s escape from stifling gender 


pure capitalism is the environment 
in which Jews thrive best, for one 
hundred years Jews were kept out 
of right-wing politics because the 
Right stood with the Church; the 


Left, anti-clerical and atheist, ac- 


to the cause,’ Atzmon might be 
forgiven for thinking that but for a 
crisis in leadership the Left would 
be still ruling the roost. 

Atzmon gets carried away by his 
own rhetoric when he proclaims 
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that the Jewish Left wants to seize 
assets of the rich just because Jews 
do not respect Goyim property 
rights. This is plainly not true: 
radical leftists everywhere call for 
the expropriation of all banks, Jew- 
ish or otherwise, and Jewish leftists 
are no different in this aspect. Jews 
are the wealthiest minority in the 
world; they have the most to lose 
in a leftist revolution. It’s apparent 
to everyone except Atzmon that 
the Jewish move to the Right is as 
natural as bacon. 

With zeal of a born-again Chris- 
tian, Atzmon offers not the small- 
est fig leaf of hope for good-hearted 
Jews. If a Jew supports the Left, he 
is doing it because he wants to rob 
wealthy Goys with Talmudic impu- 
nity. If a Jew supports the Right, it 
is because he wants to steal land. If 
a Jew supports Palestine, he is do- 
ing it in order to take over the Pal- 
estinian movement. This is a bridge 
too far. This sort of self-criticism 
should be reserved for confession. 
Not all Jews are that self-serving. 
Yes, there are hopeless wretches 
like Tony Greenstein and Roland 
Rance, leftist British Jews whose 
main participation in the Palestin- 
ian struggle is constrained to bat- 
tling phantom antisemitism and 
Holocaust rhetoric, but not all Atz- 
mon’s adversaries are paper tigers. 
However, as Atzmon wrote in his 
essay on Weininger, one condemns 
one’s own faults, so perhaps this is a 
form of his contrition. 

Atzmon is tough on Jewish trib- 
alism, no endearing feature to be 
sure, but something not all rare in 
the Middle East. Jews are not any 
more tribalist than are Armenians, 
and no more nationalist than Geor- 
gians. This clannishness may be 
less common in British/American 
culture, but the tribal setup of im- 
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migrant croups is well known even 
there. Jewish success in the US and 
the UK cannot be explained by ex- 
pounding upon Jewish insularity; 
a better explanation is traditional 
Jewish fidelity to power. 

We could do with less psycholo- 
gism and Portnoy’ complaints. 
Discussion of English or Ameri- 
can identity and mentality does 
not lead to better understanding 
of British and American imperial 
policies. Likewise, policies of the 
World Jewry are very relevant for 
us, while Jewish mental attitudes 
are not. Who cares what Jews feel 
towards their neighbours? We care 
what the Jews do. Instead of deal- 
ing with bees, we need to know of 
swarms, and this is what Atzmon 
fails to deliver, because this brave 
man gets cold feet. 

Atzmon is least convincing and 
most dull when he pedantically 
constructs his castle of exceptions 
and explanations intended to ward 
off the inevitable accusations of 
‘hate’ and ‘racism.’ He declares his 
preference for “accidental Jews,” i.e. 
people who are Jews by accident of 
birth. This alibi is designed to for- 
tify his position against attack. It is 
as if Nietzsche added to his famous 
dictum (“You are going to women? 
Do not forget the whip!”) a caveat 
“but beware some women are 
able to use the whip, too.’ An alle- 
goric poetic quality of writing has 
been ruined, and now nobody is 
happy. We admire Atzmon's fierce 
and fearless qualities, and it’s kind 
of a let-down when he chooses to 
be prudent now and then. 

One can point out several errors 
of fact in his book. For instance, 
he claims that Jews did not write 
any histories until the 19° century. 
This is not true: Abraham Zacuto 


produced his History of the Jews 


(“Sefer Yohassin”) in the last de- 
cades of the 15" century, and this 
book is available on Amazon. Still 
he builds some castles on this fac- 
tual error, and they collapse like 
straw houses. 

However, Atzmon’s greatest fault 
is narcissism, or perhaps it is a my- 
opic solipsism. Atzmon remains 
locked in the very Jewish dichoto- 
my of Jews vs. Gentiles. He does not 
seem to appreciate the marvellous 
variety of the Gentiles; he cannot 
recognize that the Nations of the 
Earth are quite different from each 
other. The British are not the same 
as the Palestinians, nor are they as 
French as France. And yet for Atz- 
mon, they are all one happy crowd 
without specific features. In vain 
shall we seek to learn what are the 
qualities of the Palestinians that 
have attracted him (except perhaps 
the ability to make good hummus). 
The one all-redeeming quality that 
they all share is that they are not 
Jewish. For this reason he suggests 
that Jews fully adapt to the modern, 
generic, global cosmopolitan mon- 
oculture of multiculturalism. This 
is absolutely unnecessary. While we 
applaud acculturation, Jews should 
adopt the culture of the land they 
inhabit, become one with the folk 
they live with. There is no shortcut 
to universality. I would like to read 
about Atzmon hanging out with 
average Brits, Scouses, and Brum- 
mies, or about his adventures with 
Palestinian shepherds, but they are 
not to be found: in a diverse world, 
he sees only Jews. 

Another problem is the absence 
of God. Indeed, all discourse on 
Jews sine God is quite useless. I am 
aware that in the modern British 
climate, if Atzmon were to publish 
his thoughts on God and Jews, he 
would not find a publisher. You 


may use every obscenity, but you 
should not mention Christ. And 
yet Jews are first of all a religious 
community; a valid analysis of Jew- 
ish identity must take religion into 
account. Atzmon purposely adds 
a disclaimer declaring he will not 
criticise Judaism, but this simply 
ducks the issue. 

He does give himself permission 
to use the Bible against them, but 
his literal readings are too primi- 
tive for the sophisticated readers of 
the 21st century. One cant quote 
bloody stories of the Conquest of 
Canaan from the Book of Joshua 
like one quotes the admissions of 
a criminal. So many wonderful 
minds have discussed these tales, 
from St Jerome to Edward Said, 
and all of them had more valu- 


able thoughts than Atzmon has to 
share. Indeed, when God says: you 
will inherit houses you did not build 
and vineyards you did not plant, 
Atzmon says: “that’s why the Jews 
seized Palestine!” This is trite. We 
live in houses we did not build, 
most especially in the houses of 
our bodies, built by God. We en- 
joy many wonderful things we did 
not produce. For instance, we en- 
joy Atzmon’s saxophone, though 
we didn’t built it. God’s grace gave 
us these things. This Biblical verse 
reminds us all that we receive a lot 
of undeserved things, and that we 
should all work harder to justify 
God’s trust in us. 

The bottom line is that identity 
musings are dry and boring stuff; 
Atzmon is actually a much better 


writer than one would conclude 
from reading this book. He wanted 
to get it off his chest. Fine! Now let 
us see more of his witty novels. 

Naturally I side with Atzmon in 
his polemics against his numerous 
detractors, but their arguments are 
so senile that it would be a waste of 
reader’s time to dwell time and time 
again on the endless and fruitless 
assertions of ‘hate’ and ‘self-hate.’ 
What we do is soul-searching, not 
hate. Non-Jews have become so 
over-sensitized to allegations of 
race hatred that they swarm with 
the rest even when it’s an honest 
discussion between Jews. 


ISRAEL SHAMIR 
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* Please consider making a tax- 
deductible Christmas donation to 
Culture Wars. 

* In his September address to the 
German Parliament, Pope Bene- 
dict XVI didn’t mention “Jesus” 
or “Christ.” We hope this isn’t an 
example of the “New Evangeliza- 
tion.” 

* Tweedledum and Tweedledee. 
In endorsing the targeted drone 
killing of al-Qaeda operative and 
U.S. citizen Anwar Awlaki as “jus- 
tified,” former V.P. Cheney pointed 
out the hypocrisy of the Obama 
White House in approving it de- 
spite saying the Bush Administra- 
tion “had walked away from our 
ideals, or taken policy contrary to 
our ideals, when we had enhanced 
interrogation techniques.” 

* Gender Benders. Tommy Lo- 
bel, an 11-year-old who calls him- 
self Tammy, is undergoing treat- 
ment in Berkeley to stop male pu- 
berty. His lesbian moms insist their 
sexuality has nothing to do with 
it. “It was odd to us,” said Pauline 
Moreno. “We live in the Bay area 
where lots of alternative lifestyles 
are in place ... and we belong to a 
religious community that was in- 
credibly supportive. They make it 
a point when we're in synagogue 
to come over and tell Tammy, ‘Oh, 
you look so pretty today.” 

* In October, when St. Luke’s, an 
Episcopal parish in Maryland, was 
received into the Catholic Church, 
the Washington Post said, “it wasn’t 
too much of a leap for the parish.” 
Give us a break. The distance from 
outside to inside may seem small, 
but the leap is great. 

* Calling Bankers’ Bluff. Harris- 
burg, PA, filed bankruptcy to pre- 
vent the state from forcing it to sell 
its most lucrative assets to pay Wall 
Street creditors. Brad Koplinski, a 
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city council member, discounted 
concern the filing would cripple 
its ability to access financial mar- 
kets: “as long as there are projects 
to create and bonds issues to offer, 
there will always be money manag- 
ers and lawyers to come collect and 
put those deals together. If there is 
money to be made in Harrisburg, 
they are going to be back.” Indeed, 
if the city rids itself of its bond 
debt, it'll be more creditworthy. 

* Good Question. In October, 
the Israeli cabinet approved cut- 
ting 5% from its defense budget in 
each of the next two years. “If Isra- 
el can reduce its defense spending 
because of its domestic economic 
problems,” asks the Washington 
Post's Walter Pincus, “shouldn't 
the United States--which must cut 
military costs because of its major 
budget deficit--consider reducing 
its aid to Israel?” 

* Actress Susan Sarandon called 
Pope Benedict XVI a “Nazi.” If 
the pope’s representative of Na- 
zis, theyre much maligned. Why 
doesn’t the ADL attack her for be- 
littling the Holocaust? 

* This shouldnt be an either/or 
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proposition. The Acton Institute's 
Fr. Robert Sirico told CNS: “You 
don't alleviate poverty by redistrib- 
uting wealth, you alleviate poverty 
by creating wealth.” So much for 
many of the Church’s charitable 
undertakings. 

* Be Prepared. After a 7-year-old 
boy who dresses and behaves like 
a girl applied to join, Girl Scouts 
of Colorado said: “Girl Scouts is 
an inclusive organization and we 
accept all girls in Kindergarten 
through 12th grade as members. If 
a child identifies as a girl and the 
child’s family presents her as a girl, 
Girl Scouts of Colorado welcomes 
her as a Girl Scout.” 

* Tee Shirt Theology: God De- 
nies Own Existence. “I wrote [an] 
article called ‘Atheists for Jesus,’ I 
think it was,” professional atheist 
Richard Dawkins told The Guard- 
ian. “Somebody gave me a t-shirt: 
‘Atheists for Jesus.’ Well, the point 
was that Jesus was a great moral 
teacher and I was suggesting that 
somebody as intelligent as Jesus 
would have been an atheist if he 
had known what we know today.” 

* Friendly Sabotage? Twenty min- 
utes before the Fukushima plant’s 
nuclear meltdown after the March 
tsunami, Israel, vexed by Japanese 
support for Palestinian statehood, 
unleashed the Stuxnet virus on 
the plant’s computers, says Yoishi 
Shimatsu, former editor of Japan 
Times Weekly, hampering the shut- 
down and leading to fallout from 
uranium and plutonium Japan had 
retrieved from warheads supplied 
by the U.S. through Israel. 

* Where is the Occupy Notre 
Dame movement? 

* Please “like” the Culture Wars 
Magazine page on Facebook. 

* Have a happy and holy Christ- 


mas. 


"Granddad, Who Broke „jhe a 
This Place?" ughter 


SI AS ETHHIE 
By now, it should be obvious that the government-sponsored initia- sa A 
tive to renew this country’s large cities which began in the 1930s ji | es 
and continued largely unabated in the East and Midwest through 
the 1960s and beyond has been a profound and devastating fail- 
ure. More homes were destroyed than were ever built; once-great 
metropolises like Detroit lay in ruins; once-thriving neighborhoods 
were overwhelmed with drugs and crime; buildings that were built 
to last centuries fell to the wrecking ball mere decades after they 
were built; an entire generation of young people, both those who 

came to the cities and those who were driven from the cities into E Michael Jones 
the suburbs, have grown up rootless, in a Hobbesian state in which 
man’s life was “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.” 

The traditional explanation, the one which no one believes anymore, is that all this was done to 
eliminate “blight.” A more recent explanation, only slightly less implausible, is that it all came about 
because of faulty design, as if a nation of 260 million people, one which had already produced the Co- 
lumbian Exhibition of 1893, couldn’t come up with anything more inspiring than the average strip mall. 
The real story, it turns out, is different from both previous explanations. What began as the World War II 
intelligence community’s attempt to solve America’s “nationalities problem” and provide workers for the 
nation’s war industries degenerated by the early post-war period into full-blown ethnic cleansing. 

E. Michael Jones has followed the advice of Christopher Wrenn. Looking around, he saw monu- 
ments, but monuments to the folly and malice of social engineering and a government that had declared 
war on large segments of its own people. In his meticulously documented book, he proves that urban re- 
newal had more to do with ethnicity than it ever had to do with design or hygiene or blight. Urban renewal 
was the last gasp attempt of the WASP ruling class to take control of a country that was slipping out of its 
grasp for demographic reasons. The largely Catholic ethnics were to be driven out of their neighborhoods 
into the suburbs, where they were to be “Americanized” according to WASP principles. The neighbor- 
hoods they left behind were to be turned over to the sharecroppers from the South or turned into futuristic 
Bauhaus enclaves for the new government elites. Using political tactics like eminent domain and “integra- 
tion,” the planners made sure that the ethnic neighborhood got transformed into something more congenial 
to their dreams of social engineering than the actual communities of people they saw as a threat to their 
control. 

The Slaughter of Cities proposes a new take on familiar territory, e.g., to give just one example, 
the civil sca movement. Does calla for ee sek know why Marin Luther naa abandoned 


srongidiiayerenreio mses 40 pine $n SvderhfonibhteiSlavgiotee ikkesiel nbontRode wel would ; march 
hroughB thine: Gigaasin geli gious denomination usually associated with Philadelphia that had been at work 
ying to “integrate” Chicago’s neighborhoods since 1951. 

Mres concentrates on four cities — Boston, Philadelphia, Detroit, and Chicago — in a book whose 
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Ballet Parking: Performing 
the Nutcracker as Counter- a Be 
Revolutionary Act. pee ee arking: 


By E. Michael Jones 


The Nutcracker began as a German fairy tale. It 

then became a Russian ballet, and now, in its latest 
incarnation, it has become an American ritual. Every 
year mothers from the suburbs surrounding South 
Bend, Indiana set out in their vans and SUVs to slay 
the rat king in a military campaign against the rats and 
everything they symbolize. Every year they volunteer 
their little boys and girls as soldiers in the culture wars 
so that they can defeat the rats of appetite and disorder 
and chaos by wielding the weapons of truth, beauty, and 
grace. The Nutcracker is the 21* century version of the 
Children’s Crusade. 


The Ballet Parking DVD supplements this analysis with 

footage of Nutcracker rehearsals and performances at 

Southhold Dance Theater, as well as interviews with the 

artistic directors and the people behind the scenes that 

make these yearly performances possible. The DVD also 

makes use of Soviet archival footage, which includes extraordinary shots of Lenin and train sequences 
that look like something out of Dr. Zhivago, as well as footage of riots during the American cultural 
revolution of the ’60s. It even contains footage of Napoleon invading Russia taken from Soviet era 
feature films, as well as a soundtrack that is an anthology of the best music in the ballet repertoire. This 
book/dvd makes an ideal Christmas present for the culturally astute. 


This Book/DVD combination is available for $29 plus $5 S & H. 


Mail your Check to Fidelity Press, 206 Marquette Ave., South Bend, IN 46617, or call 
Norma at 574-289-9786. We take VISA and MC. 


